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PREFACE 


The essays selected for this publication from the rich yield of Dean Worth's 
theoretical papers and philological studies (presently numbering more than one 
hundred) address themselves to problems of Russian linguistics, synchronic as 
well as diachronic, the author's predominant scholarly concern. The purpose of 
their being gathered in one handy volume was to make these articles available to 
a broader readership than that which has easy access to the various scholarly 
journals, testimonial volumes, and other publications where they first appeared. 
In two instances where the original versions were written in Russian — items 
number four and fourteen — they were translated into English before being in- 
cluded here. While, therefore, all essays appear in English, no attempt has been 
made to edit or update the earlier versions to account for relevant, subsequently 
published research or to achieve formal consistency (in matters of punctuation, 
transliteration, etc.). Only obvious misprints have been corrected and, in one 
Or two instances, an example better suited for illustrating a particular point 
has been substituted for an earlier one. Also, footnotes have been updated where 
an original "in press" could now be replaced by a more specific reference. 

It is gratifying to all his friends that this selection of Dean Worth's 
writings appears at a time when he is celebrating his fiftieth birthday and in 
the middle of an exceptionally dynamic and successful career in teaching, re- 
search, and service to the profession — the three areas in which an American 
university professor is supposed to perform. Obviously, however, only one facet 
of his many activities, his scholarship, can be presented here. 

The essays comprised in this volume fall naturally into two groups, one 
treating synchronic facets of Russian (and some further Slavic) linguistic struc- 
ture, the other elucidating diachronic aspects of Russian — or, more generally, 
East Slavic — linguistic evolution.  Reflecting the proportions in the author's 
overall output to date, the studies on contemporary Russian outnumber the essays 
on the history of Russian also in the present collection. 

The first study on "Transform Analysis of Russian Instrumental Construc- 
tions," already a classic and as such included (in Russian translation) in the 


Soviet serial publication of significant recent work in linguistics (Novoe v 
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Lingvistike, 2, Moscow, 1962), represents, to my knowledge, the first formal 
demonstration of how transformations, conceived as a set of 'discovery proce- 
dures' (in the sense of Z. Harris), can be applied to Russian data. Specifically, 
they are used to reveal specialized syntactic functions and semantic shades ascer- 
tainable beneath the partly obliterating surface of a Russian case form. In the 
Paper on "Grammatical and Lexical Quantification in the Syntax of the Russian 
Numeral," the author, keenly aware of the intricate interplay of formal and seman- 
tic factors in language, explores the potentials and limits of operating with 
syntactic features. Here, the particular, hierarchically determined combinability 
of these features is examined in the context of one of the more thorny problems 
of Russian syntax. Subsequently, Worth moves from the purely heuristic to the 
generative phase of transformational theory (as elaborated, above all, by Noam 
Chomsky and his followers). While continuing to resort to transformations as a 
formal device for uncovering meanings buried under syntactic surface structure, 
he tests this wider transformational approach in his inquiry into "The Role of 
Transformations in the Definition of Syntagmas in Russian and Other Slavic Lan- 
guages." Commenting on its specific concepts and distinctions (linear vs. non- 
linear, simple vs. complex paradigms; temporal, spatial, modal restrictions; 
double-subject vs. single-subject transforms; rule ordering; parallels obtaining 
on syntactic and morphological levels; etc.), the author shows this approach to 
provide a deeper insight into the structured 'semantic space' underlying word 
combinations or syntactic phrases (i.e., syntagms up to the extent of the simple 
sentence) in Russian and some closely related languages. 

In the balance of the synchronic studies in this volume, Worth further de- 
velops and refines methods of an undogmatic, pragmatically employed TG theory 
applied to Russian — and, for comparison and contrast, occasionally some other — 
linguistic structure. Here, he focuses "On the Representation of Linear Rela- 
tions in Generative Models of Language" and, increasingly, on Russian (and, in 
part more generally, Slavic) morphology, its "'Surface Structure' and 'Deep Struc 
ture' ..." In particular, certain peculiarities of Russian morphophonemics are 
examined ("Grammatical Function and Russian Stress," "Vowel-Zero Alternations in 
Russian Derivation," "On Cyclical Rules in Derivational Morphophonemics").  At- 
tention is further paid to the closely connected, hierarchically definable rela- 
tionship between the inflectional and derivational components of Russian mor- 
phology. Specifically, the author has some keen observations to offer concerninc 
word formation ("The Notion of 'Stem' in Russian Flexion and Derivation," 
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"Ambiguity in Russian Derivation"; cf. also some of the previously cited work on 
derivation). Dean Worth combines an imaginative theoretical approach with a firm 
grasp of — and sound regard for — the relevant data (and not only such data as 
happens to fit the theory), which makes for the best kind of linguistic analysis 
today. 

Of the four diachronic and, to some extent, philological and stylistic 
rather than narrowly linguistic studies chosen for inclusion in this volume, the 
first two ("Linguistics and Historiography: A Problem of Dating in the Galician- 
Volhynian Chronicle" and "Lexico-Grammatical Parallelism as a Stylistic Feature 
of the Zadondfina") are concerned with individual Old Russian texts which the 
author has dealt with elsewhere. Discussing the last portion of the Hypatian 
Codex, which is fascinating from a literary (and not only historical) point of 
view, Worth is able to adduce compelling linguistic evidence that only the border 
falling between the years 1260 and 1261, suggested by L. V. Cerepnin and D. 
CiZevskij, can be fully corroborated. It should be noted that other scholars 
have previously proposed numerous different borders for the division of the 
Galician and Volynian sections of this chronicle, recording the turbulent events 
in thirteenth-century Southwestern Rus'. In his essay on parallelism as an orga- 
nizing stylistic principle in the Zadon&@ina, the author proposes, on good grounds it 
would seem, a positive reevaluation of that Old Russian tale whose fame until 
quite recently has primarily but undeservedly rested on its controversial af- 
finity to the Igor’ Tale of which it has been considered either a pale echo or a 
less sophisticated model. 

The thought-provoking sketch which at least tentatively answers the in- 
triguing question "Was There a 'Literary Language' in Kievan Rus'?" is clearly 
of a programmatic nature; it suggests further in-depth research in this much- 
debated, yet still highly controversial area. The line of reasoning formulated 
in the last paragraph is both original and attractive. Since the sociolinguistic 
Situation of Old Rus' was polycentric and since a literary language can be de- 
fined as monocentric, with a neutral core and genre-bound deviations from this 
core, Worth concludes that there was indeed no literary language in Kievan Rus'. 
Instead, there was a language of literature, highly polished in its best speci- 
mens, and there were some normed, in part even refined, socially effective forms 
of speech and writing. The last paper in this volume, that "On Russian Legal 
Language," is devoted to one such kind of writing. As is well known, the lan- 
guage of the Russkaja Pravda and subsequent law books of medieval Russia, limited 
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in terms of its functional scope, frequently has been referred to, along with 
the language of the so-called gramoty, as virtually free of Slavonisms. It is 
this preconceived notion, as well as all dichotomizing schemas usually attributed 
to the written language of Old Rus', that Worth persuasively argues against. He 
does so by demonstrating how oversimplified the thesis of a complete isolation of 
legal Russian from Church Slavonic is, particularly as regards the earlier period. 
It is hoped that, having acquainted himself with the essays presented here, 
the reader will concur with a distinguished colleague who once said that each of 
Dean Worth's studies contains at least one subtle observation, fresh thought, or 
novel insight. Personally, I am convinced that no one familiar with his writing 


can help but come away with that impression. 


Los Angeles, June 1977 


Henrik Birnbaum 
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TRANSFORM ANALYSIS OF RUSSIAN 


INSTRUMENTAL CONSTRUCTIONS 


0. Introduction. The traditional approach to the syntactic description of stan- 
dard Russian has been based on the morphological definition of word classes and 
consisted primarily of a more or less exhaustive listing of the various types of 
word-combination (slovosodetanie) and sentence into which members of these classes 
can be combined, e.g. substantive in various cases modifying a substantive, modi- 
fying a verb, etc. Such morphologically defined phrases are tacitly assumed to be 
the smallest formally characterized class above the word level. The morphological 
description by itself, however, produces an obviously superficial picture of Rus- 
sian syntax, since there are in most cases from a few to many intuitively recog- 
nized different kinds of relation expressed within one and the same morphological- 
ly defined phrase type, e.g. in English the difference between "John was eating 
all the cheese" and "John was eating all the time," or in Russian the following 
sets of verb + substantive in the instrumental case: rukovodit batal'onom! ‘is in 
charge of a battalion', mašet platkom 'waves his kerchief', priezZaet starikom 
‘arrives an old man',. voet $akalom ‘howls like a jackal', ditaet večerom ‘reads in 
the evening', tdet Lesom ‘walks through the forest', govorit gopotom 'talks in a 
whisper'. With the concept of form thus restricted to that of morphological de- 
Scription, one is faced by a multiplicity of meanings expressed by a single form, 
and has only the choice between (1) relegating all differences among units of like 
morphological structure to the realm of the lexicon and thus (assuming the lexicon 
has nothing to do with grammar) considering these differences none of the lin- 
guist's concern,? and (2) attempting to account for the intuitively recognized re- 
lational varieties within the morphologically defined class by dividing the latter 
into subclasses on a purely semantic basis. The latter solution is adopted, for 
example, by the latest full syntactic treatment of Russian, the second volume of 
the new grammar of the Soviet Academy .? For purposes of comparison we shall first 


outline the treatment of Russian instrumental constructions in this work. 
0.1. Traditional Analysis. The Soviet Academy grammar divides word-combinations 
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of verb and instrumental substantive modifier into five major classes (one of 
which is as a matter of fact already archaic, cf. below), on the basis of the kind 
of relation expressed between verb and substantive. These five classes are la- 
beled objective, temporal, spatial, determinative-circumstantial, and causative; 
most of them are divided into a number of subclasses determined by a variety of 
criteria, mostly semantic. The largest of the five major classes, in which ob- 
jective relations are expressed, is defined as expressing "an action and the in- 
strument by means of which this action is accomplished,"" e.g. rubit' toporom 
‘chop with an axe’, pisat' Gernilam ‘write in ink'. A subclass contains verbs 
"with the meaning of allotment, equipment, provision in the broad sense" and sub- 
stantives "signifying the object with which someone is provided or not provided,"* 
e.g. nagradit' ordenom ‘confer a decoration', snabdit' den'gami "provide with 
money', obdelit' nasledstvom 'deprive of an inheritance'. Another subclass con- 
tains verbs which "name a movement" and substantives which name "a part of the 
body or an object organically connected with the actor,"® e.g. maxat' rukoj 'wave 
one's arm', topat' nogami 'stamp one's feet'. Should verb and substantive be of 
more abstract meaning, they form "combinations in which in the dependent word (= 
modifier) the meaning of instrument is somewhat weakened and is replaced by the 
more general meaning of indirect object," e.g. udivit' umom ‘astonish by one's 
wit', ugroZat' vojnoj 'threaten with war', wmorit' golodom 'starve (someone) to 
death' ('to kill by hunger'). Combinations expressing the relation labeled "in- 
direct object" are themselves divided into a number of subgroups, the first of 
which contains verbs "signifying filling, satiation" and substantives naming "the 
object with which something is filled," e.g. nabit’ senom "stuff with hay', is- 
polnit'sja nenavist'ju ‘become filled with hate', nagruait' porugenijam ‘burden 
with errands'; this subgroup is stated to contain words of both abstract and con- 
crete meanings, which appears to contradict the subclass definition above. 

A special paragraph is accorded those indirect object combinations in which 
the verb means "possession, internal enthusiasm, constant occupation, "9 e.g. 
vladet' francusskim jazykom ‘speak French', vostorgat'sja druz'jami ‘be delighted 
with one's friends', zanimat'sja sportom ‘engage in sport', ljubovat'sja prirodoj 
‘admire nature'; in some cases, the instrumental substantive may at the same time 
name “the source of the feeling or experience expressed by the verb ," 10 e.g. gor- 
dit'sja pobedoj 'be proud of a victory', plenjat'sja krasotoj ‘be captivated by 
beauty'. A further subclass (presumably still, but not explicitly stated as, 
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expressing indirect objects) consists of substantives "upon which an activity is 
spent" and one of the seven verbs vedat' 'manage', zavedovat' idem, komandovat' 
‘command', pravit' 'rule, govern', rasporjazZat'sja ‘deal with, dispose of', ruko- 
vodit’ 'direct', upravljat' 'govern'. The final subclass of the class of objec- 
tive relations consists of combinations formed with either "a verb in the form of 
the passive voice" or "a passive participle" combined with an instrumental sub- 
stantive which "names the producer of the action — a person or thing,"!! e.q. 

Činy Ljud'm dajutsja ‘ranks are given by people' (Griboedov), Vražda wniritsja 
vlijan'em godov '(Your) enmity will be calmed by the influence of the years' 
(Nekrasov), Vse pokryto bylo snegom ‘Everything was covered by snow' (Puškin), Vae 
zdes' sozdano nami 'Everything here has been created by us' (Nikolaeva). The awk- 
wardness of including these obviously passive transforms in the objective class is 
apparently conceded by the remark that "in these cases the forms of combination 
are closely connected with the structure of so-called passive constructions and of 
a particular type of verbal sentence."l? 

The second major class in the Academy grammar consists of combinations ex- 
pressing temporal relations. This class is divided into two subclasses, this time 
by purely morphological criteria. The first subclass contains substantives in the 
instrumental singular designating time of day or season of the year, and obliga- 
torily accompanied by agreeing adjective or governed substantive modifiers, e.g. 
on uexal glubokoj osen'ju 'he left at the very end of autumn' ('in deep autumn'), 
sluéilos' pozdnej no&'ju '(it) happened late in the night'.!3 A subgroup contains 
substantives (animate, although this is not mentioned in the grammar) naming age, 
occupation, or social status in which the subject of the verb is placed at the 
time of the action, e.g. on uexal rebenkom ‘he left a child' ('was a child when 
he left'), rasstalis' soldatami, a vstretilis' polkovnikami ‘they parted as (sim- 
ple) soldiers, and met (again) as colonels'; that this subgroup does not belong 
here is proved by the fact that it not only does not have to have, but in fact 
almost never does have, an adjective or substantive modifier of the instrumental 
substantive. The second subclass of temporal combinations contains substantives 
in the instrumental plural, which "name an action, repeated from time to time and 
lasting throughout the course of the period of time named by the substantive,"l" 
e.g. Aleksej celymi dnjami prigljadyvalsja k Komissaru; it is not clear just what 
is different in this second subclass, apart from the plural morphemes and their 


meaning. 
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The third major class consists of combinations expressing spatial relations. 
These contain "a verb signifying motion (and) a substantive in the instrumental 
naming a place, a space, along which the motion is directed,"!5 e.g. probralsja 
ogorodami 'he made his way through the back gardens', exal Leeom 'he was riding 
through the forest'. Should the verb be other than a verb of motion, "the combi- 
nation expressing spatial relations takes on the nuance of a temporal meaning,"!$ 
e.g. Dorogoju stali bit' 'Along the way they began to beat (him)' (Soloxov). 

The fourth major class, in which determinative-circumstantial (opredelitel'- 
no-obstojatel'stvennye) relations are expressed, contains substantives which "name 
the mode (sposob) of accomplishment of the action named by the verb,"l? e.g. zapei 
vysodaj&im fal'cetom ‘began to sing in a very high falsetto' (Turgenev), Tanki 
goreli golubym plamenem 'The tanks were burning in blue flame' (Ketlinskaja).!? 

A subclass contains substantives which "signify the mode of completion of the ac- 
tion, appearing for the sake of comparison; "!? here the grammar makes one of its 
few tentative steps toward the analytic use of transformations, e.g. teéet rekoj 
is compared with tedet, kak reka ‘flows like a river'. In another subclass, the 
substantive "can characterize the mode of completion of the action from the quan- 
titative side,"20 e.g. letjat stadami pticy ‘in flocks fly the birds' (Krylov), 
kotorye sypal on me&kami ‘which he poured by (whole) sacks' (Gogol'). Only a not: 
mentions a particular type of determinative-circumstantial combination in which 
"the dependent substantive is by its lexical meaning close to the meaning of the 
governing verb,"?! e.g. izulajuscim vagljadom ogljadel ‘looked about with a study 
ing glance' (Ketlinskaja), Bystrymi &agami ona šla ‘With quick steps she went' 
(Nikolaeva) .22 

The fifth major class, expressing causative relations, contains substantives 
which "signify a manifestation or state which has conditioned the action named by 
the verb."23 only two archaic examples are given, Osel moj glupost'ju v poslovic 
vosel ‘My donkey by (his) stupidity has got into the fable’ (Krylov), and Sluda- 
los' li, Stob vy... O8ibkoju dobro o kom-nibud' skazali? ‘nas it occurred that 
you... by mistake said (some) good of someone?’ (Griboedov); it is noted that suc 


combinations are being replaced in modern Russian by constructions with po and th 


dative or iz-za or ot and the genitive, e.g. sdelat' po o&tbke ‘do by mistake', 
otstaet iz-aa lent, ot nevnimanija ‘lags behind because of laziness, from inatten 


tion'.?" 


0.2. Transformation Analysis. The haphazard quality of the traditional classifi- 
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cation outlined above is obvious. The present paper suggests an entirely differ- 
ent approach to this same problem of classification, an approach based nearly as 
exclusively on form as the traditional approach was based on meaning.?? The tech- 
nique offered here consists fundamentally of examining each unit to be classified 
from two points of view, first that of what it is (the traditional morphological 
classification, valid as far as it goes), and then that of what it can become, of 
what specific changes can and cannot be wrought upon it. These changes will be 
called transformations, conforming to the terminology used by Chomsky and Harris,2® 
but it is to be noted that this paper attempts to use these transformations for 
one restricted purpose only, namely to classify otherwise identical phrases. It 
is not offered as one ready-made section of a complete transformation syntax of 
Russian. The working out of such a syntax is a different and more complicated 
operation than that attempted here, although it is hoped, of course, that the 
Problems and solutions encountered in the present paper may contribute to the 


eventual development of such a full-scale syntactic description. 


0.21. Morphological Classification. Transformation analysis proceeds in two 
Steps: (1) a preliminary morphological classification of phrase types; (2) a 
transformation classification of subtypes within each morphologically defined 
phrase type. The preliminary morphological classification is based on a number 


of phrases occurring in a given corpus .27 


It presupposes that (1) we know all the 
major word classes of the language in question and (2) we can recognize the class 
membership of all words occurring in our given phrases. 28 Each phrase is de- 
scribed as a string of class members, each of which expresses certain grammatical 
categories (knowledge of which is also presupposed), e.g. the phrase "The dog is 
chewing the bone" might be described as NPsing. animate + Vsing., past progressive 


+ NPsing. inanim. 


0.211. Reduction. The phrases which actually occur in any given corpus contain 
Many items (groups of words, or individual morphemes) which are superfluous to the 
particular constructions being investigated. To avoid cluttering the preliminary 
morphological classification with irrelevant details, all actually occurring 
Phrases are first reduced to the structural essentials necessary for further anal- 
ysis. There are two kinds of reduction. First, all modifiers are eliminated from 
endocentric constructions , 29 excepting only those very units which we are inter- 
ested in classifying. For example, should we be interested in phrases containing 


“by + NP" in English ("by John," "by moonlight"), which we find to occur in the 
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sentences "The biggest fish of the season was caught by old John Davis last night 
and "All the cargo was unloaded from the ships by moonlight because of the impend: 
ing strike," we reduce these sentences to "The fish was caught by John" and "The 
cargo was unloaded by moonlight." Similarly, the Russian phrase BolL'Éaja gostin- 
naja komata v dome Ivanovyx uže napoinjalas' tolpoj Zen&2in i detej ‘The big liv 
ing room in the Ivanovs' house was already being filled by a crowd of women and 
children' can, if we are interested in the instrumental substantive tolpoj ‘by a 
crowd', be reduced to komata napolnjalas' tolpoj 'the room was being filled by 
the crowd' without losing anything essential to the construction we are trying to 
analyze.?? 

The second step of reduction consists of eliminating from the description al 
those grammatical categories which can be shown to be irrelevant to the transfor- 
mations to be effected. This second elimination, although in practice based on 
intuition in many cases, can always be justified by a rigorous procedure which 
puts the given phrase through all possible transformations and only then elimi- 
nates as irrelevant those categories which remain constant throughout all trans- 
formations and which can be varied freely without either increasing or restrictin 
the number of possible transformations. We will find, for example, that the cate 
gories "tense" and "number" are irrelevant to the active— passive transformation 
in English, and if dissatisfied with our intuitive perception of this fact, we ca 
prove it by letting F = an active sentence and F' = the passive transform thereof 
and noting that the relation between F and F' is identical in all cases of F +F' 


regardless of which morphemes of tense or number happen to occur, e.g. 


John saw the boy + The boy was seen by John 
John will see the boy - The boy will be seen by John 
John saw the boys > The boys were seen by John 


etc. Similarly, the relation between F and F' remains constant in the Russian 


examples: 


tolpa napolnjaet komnatu ‘the crowd fills the room' + komnata napcinjaetsja 
tolpoj 'the room is filled by the crowd' 

tolpa napolnjaet komnaty ‘the crowd fills the rooms' + kommaty napolnjajutej 
tolpoj 'the rooms are filled by the crowd' 

tolpa napolnjala komatu ‘the crowd was filling the room' * komnata napolnja- 
las' tolpoj ‘the room was being filled by the crowd' 
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etc., which entitles us to eliminate tense and number from consideration as far as 
this particular transformation is concerned. 

Once the phrase has been reduced to its structural essentials, it can be re- 
Presented by a string of symbols expressing class membership and relevant gram- 


matical categories, 3! e.g. in English we will write: 


John caught the fish + The fish was caught by John as Sivs2 + S? is Ven bys! 


and in Russian: 


tolpa napolnjaet komatu + komata napolnjaetsja tolpoj as SLVSZ + S*, VS} 


All phrases which have been reduced and symbolized can then be classified into 
groups of like morphological form. This preliminary classification obviously 
throws together phrases of different structure and meaning, e.g. the class S! is 
Ven byS? includes "Mary was kissed by moonlight" as well as "Mary was kissed by 
John". It is the job of transformation analysis to describe the formal distinc- 


tions between such morphologically identical phrases. 


0.22. Transformation Operations. All reduced phrases are then tested to see in 
which ways they can and cannot be transformed, and each class of morphologically 
identical phrases is divided into subclasses according to the various sets of 


transformation which obtain for the phrases of this class.?? 


0.221. Types of Transformation. There are a number of different types of trans- 
formation, not all of which are equally pertinent to the present investigation, 
Most important for our purposes are what may be called intraclass transformations, 
effected within a morphologically determined form class, e.g. substitution of a 
group "preposition * substantive" for a substantive in English or substitution of 
one case for another in Russian, e.g. T: SQ + Sa komata + komatu, or the change 
of active to passive verb forms in either language, e.g. T: V > isVen "bit" + "was 
bitten" or T: V + V, napolnjala + napolnjalas'. Addition and elimination of forms 
are most conveniently represented as transformations from and to zero units (T: d + 
F, T: F + d), since in such cases the presence of a form in one of two transforms 
is correlated with its absence in the other. Other types of transformation are of 
lesser importance for this paper.?? Individual transformations will be described 
as they occur. 

Transformations can be described either individually or, when they imply each 


other, as complete sets, or phrase transformations. The active —passive transfor- 
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mation in English, for example, consists of three individual transformations T: 
V + isVen, T: S! + byS!, and the word-order transformation (difficult to symbol- 
ize) which has the effect of changing the places of S! and S?; these three trans- 
formations imply each other and can be written as a single phrase transforma- 


tion: 


si y s2 The dog bit the man 
> S? isVen bys! + The man was bitten by the dog. 34 


0.222. Testing Procedures. The method by which it is determined which transforma 
tions can and which cannot be applied to a given phrase can be formulated in 
rigidly systematic terms: given a phrase consisting of the words X + Y + Z, we 
apply each possible intraclass transformation to X and note what if any transfor- 
mations must be applied to Y and Z if the result is to be a grammatical phrase; 
the same procedure is then repeated with Y and Z. For example, given the phrase 
"The dog bit the man", we can if necessary go through the procedure of applying, 
e.g. T: S! + bys! ("the dog" > "by the dog"), and note that if we also apply T: 
V > isVen and the word-order reversal of S! and S?, we obtain the grammatical 
phrase "The man was bitten by the dog", whereas transformations producing "from 
the dog", "with the dog", etc. cannot result in grammatical phrases no matter wha 
is done to V and S?. Similarly, in Russian, given the phrase tolpa napolnjala 
komnatu 'the crowd was filling the room', we can apply T: sl. > sli and obtain tł 
grammatical phrase komata napolnjalas' tolpoj, provided we also apply T: S?4 > 


Sla and the same word-order reversal as in the English example above. 3° 


In prac- 
tice, such rather tortuous procedures are often developed to explain the intuiti 
jump from one grammatical phrase to another; i.e., one usually proceeds by whole 
phrase transformations, not by accumulations of individual transformations. 

As the analysis of individual phrases continues, these are found to undergo 
partially the same, partially different transformations. In English, for exampl: 
we find many phrases which can undergo both the active —passive voice transforma- 


tion and a transformation from non-progressive to progressive aspect, such as th 


phrase The dog bit the man 

which can + The man was bitten by the dog (Tpass) 

and also + The dog was biting the man (Tprog) 

and even both > The man was being bitten by the dog (Tpass * Tprog) 


although the apparently identical phrase, 
The dog chewed the bone 
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can undergo Tpass Only if it also undergoes Tprog: namely, 

it cannot + *The bone was chewed by the dog?® (Tpass) 

but it can * The dog was chewing the bone (Tprog) 

and it can also * The bone was being chewed by the dog (Tpass * Tprog) «3° 


0.3. Form and Meaning. Two phrases which are transforms of each other are corre- 
lated in meaning as well as in form. This is not to say that their meanings are 
identical (on the contrary, one assumes a priori that each difference in form cor- 
responds to a difference in meaning), but rather that there is a constant differ- 
ence between the meanings of individual units of correlated transform pairs, i.e. 
that in any series of transformations Fl + Ft!, FF»+F'?, ...M > F'N, the refer- 
ential meaning of F is related to (differs from) that of F' in exactly the same way 
in each of the series of pairs. Should this regular correlation of meaning fail to 
obtain for some pair FX + F'X formally belonging to this series, this fact is to be 
considered a danger signal indicating that the formal possibility of T: F* + F'X 
may in reality be a superficial or non-productive feature concealing (or, better, 
not uncovering) some more essential transformation feature which makes it impos- 
sible to consider F* + F'X a true instance of F + F'.38 For example, in the Eng- 
lish progressive aspect transformation S!VS? + S! isVing S?, the regular meaning 
correlation obtaining in all cases of F + F' in the examples "John eats the apple"+ 
"John is eating the apple", "My wife cooks supper" > "My wife is cooking supper", 
etc., suddenly fails to obtain in the instance "John sees the poy" + "John is see- 
ing the boy"; this is our clue to seek other transformation features distinguishing 
"John sees the boy" from "John eats the apple", "My wife cooks supper", etc. 3? 
Similarly, we find that in one type of passive —active transformation in Russian, 
namely gt. Vs 2, + s?, V Sh we find that the meaning of F differs from that of 
P' in exactly the same way in each of the instances of F + F': komata napolnjalas' 
tolpoj ‘the room was filled by the crowd’ + tolpa napolnjala komatu ‘the crowd 
filled the room', zala osvesßaetsja fonarikami ‘the room is lighted by lanterns' + 
fonariki osve8ßajut zalu, simfonija ispolnjaetsja orkestrom ‘the symphony is played 
by the orchestra' + orkestr ispolnjaet simfoniju, but in the formally identical in- 
stance Ivan vernulsja starikom ‘John came back an old man’ > starik vernul Ivana 
'the old man brought John back' the expected correlation does not obtain, which is 
a signal that we must look elsewhere for differences between Ivan vermulsja stari- 


kom and the other S!, Vs S?, phrases just cited."? 


0.31. Directional Transformations. The problem of meaning correlations discussed 
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in 0.3 is closely connected with that of the direction in which transformations 

proceed. It has been suggested that the rather awkward requirement that transfori 
be correlated in meaning as well as in form could be eliminated by stating that (. 
transformations are unidirectional and (2) instrumental constructions are not bas 
but are derived from other kernels; this would permit the statement that starik 

vernul Ivana 'the old man brought John back' is a kernel and, because of the per- 
fectivity — animation rule described in 1.112 below, one cannot derive Ivan vermul. 


8ja starikom (regardless of its meaning) therefrom."! 


Now, while this viewpoint 
provides a welcome rule eliminating all formal connection between Ivan vernulsja 
starikom 'John came back an old man' and starik vernul Ivana 'the old man brought 
John back', it raises some broader theoretical problems which ought not to pass u 
noticed. For one thing, while there is very probably a hierarchy of phrase struc 
tures in all languages, and while the relation between certain phrase types may b 
most economically described as sets of transformations proceeding in a certain 
direction (this seems to be the case with active — passive constructions in Englis 
as well as Russian"?), it is equally true that given the correlated transforms F 
and F' (i.e., given the existence of the phrase types F and F' and a statable pro 
cedure for deriving one from the other), there is no reason to assume a priori th 
the derivation proceeds in one direction rather than the other (the formal descri 
tion is just as easy in terms of F' + F as in terms of F + F'). There is, as a 
matter of fact, no very good reason for assuming that the relation between corre- 
lated transforms must be that of unidirectional derivation (i.e., for positing 
automatic hierarchy between these phrase types). There are compelling historic 


reasons for asserting that this cannot always be the case. 


0.311. Diachronie Syntax. If we look briefly at syntax from the diachronic rathe 
than from the synchronic point of view, we see that (1) systems of correlated 
transforms provide the most convenient framework for discussing the historical 
evolution of syntactic forms, and (2) a description which considers all transfor- 
mations to be unidirectional presupposes the demonstrable untruth that syntactic 
patterns are static. Assuming that a hierarchic distinction between kernel and 
derivative may but need not obtain between correlated transforms, and once it has 
been established that F and P' are correlated transforms, there are three possibl 
transformational relations between them: (1) neither F nor F' can be shown to be 
the kernel from which the other is derived, i.e,, F and F' are simply coexisting 


and interchangeable phrase types, not necessarily identical in meaning (type F + 
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F'); (2) one type can be proved derivative from the other, namely either (2a) F is 
a kernel and F' a derivative (F + F') or (2b) F' is a kernel and F derived there- 
from (F + F'). The indisputable fact that with the passage of time constructions 
of one type succeed constructions of another type leads us to posit a succession of 
five stages (which, in actual historical fact, would flow imperceptibly each into 


the next): 


(1) F F exists alone (the type F' has not yet been used) 

(2) F( > F') F is the kernel, but can + F' (F is more common, but the type 
F' is growing) 

(3) FoF F and F' are fully interchangeable 

(4) (F-)F' F' is the kernel, but can *F (Fisfelt as archaic, but still 


used occasionally) 


(5) F' F' exists alone (F is found in older texts only)."? 


Conversely, any synchronic slice should try to fix the relation between two corre- 
lated transforms as one of the three stages P + F', F «+» F', or F + F'; failure to 
do so is to further the outdated Saussurian equation of synchronic with static. 

The assumption that all derivational relations are of the type F > F' is therefore 
seen to be incompatible with historical fact and consequently unacceptable even in 


synchronic analysis."" 


0.4. Plan of Analysis. In what follows, the analytic technique outlined above has 
been applied to Russian constructions in which instrumental substantives modify 
finite verbal forms. Considerations of space require a degree of symbolization 
which is, at times, unfortunately high; often, only one example of the more common 
types of subclass is given. 

With insignificant exceptions, there are after reduction (cf. 0.211) six 
morphologically distinct types of phrase in which instrumental substantives modify 
verbs: 

1. Sih Vs S?;: komata napolnjalas' tolpoj ‘the room was being filled by the 
crowd', iuga zalilis' vodoj ‘the meadows were flooded with water', sdet sostavlja- 
etsja buxgalterom ‘the account is drawn up by the bookkeeper', uéreZdenie ruko- 
voditsja rabotnikom 'the establishment is managed by a worker', student zarezalsja 
britvoj 'the student committed suicide with a razor', Ivan vernuleja starikom ‘John 
came back an old man', baräi tjanulis' rjadami 'the barges moved along in rows', 


Boris vernulsja vederom 'Boris came back in the evening'."? 
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2. Sla V S?,: rabotnik rukovodit učreždeniem ‘the worker manages the estab- 
lishment', kapitan komanduet batal'onom 'the captain commands the battalion', Ivan 
poka&al golovoj ‘John nodded his head’, on povel brovjami ‘he raised his eyebrows', 
Ivan priexal starikom ‘John arrived an old man', ona vyla gakalom ‘she howled like 
a jackal', oni Zli verenicej ‘they went in a row', Boris @itaet večerom ‘Boris 
reads in the evening', ont li lesom 'they were walking through the forest', on 
govorit 8opotom ‘he speaks in a whisper'. 

3. Sl, V A, S?i: on govorit nizkim tonom 'he spoke in a low voice', on kri- 
čal gromkim golosom ‘he shouted in a loud voice', on amotrel ostorozinymi glazami 
'he looked with cautious eyes'. 

4. Sla V S?, S?i: oni vybrali ego prezidentom 'they elected him president', 
ja znal ego studentom 'I knew him as a student', ja s&itaju ego durakom '1 conside: 
him a fool', on zakryl dver’ rukoj 'he closed the door with his hand', on udivil 
nas otvetom the astonished us by his answer', rabocie pokryli ulicu asfal'tom 'the 
workers covered the street with asphalt', tetja nadelila menja nasledstvom 'my aun 
left me an inheritance'. 

5. VgSi: zateklo krov'ju 'blood began to flow', popaxivaet dymom "it smell 
rather of smoke'. 

6. S!a Vg S?i: 8ljapu uneslo vetrom 'the hat was carried off by the wind', 
otca pereexalo avtomobilem ‘father was run over by a car', luga zalilo vodoj ‘the 
meadows were flooded with water'. 

Sections 1—6 below will discuss these six phrase types in some detail and 


point out many of the transformationally determined varieties within each type. 
1. Phrase Type S!4 V, 5?;. 


1.1. Units of type Sin Vs S?i can be classified as containing subjective, semi- 
subjective, and non-subjective instrumental modifiers. The subjectivity or non- 
subjectivity of S?i is formally expressed in the possibility or impossibility of 
the transformation T: + S?a V sl, or (rarely) + S?n V Sli. Subjective and semi- 


subjective units appear to be derivative from correlated transforms. 


1.11. Subjective instrumental modifiers occur in units where the transformation 

T: > S?a V Sai is possible, e.g. komnata napolnjalas' tolpoj ‘the room was being 

filled up by the crowd' + tolpa napolnjala komatu, luga zalivalis' vodoj ‘the mea 

dows were flooded with water’ + voda zalivala luga, séet sostavljaetsja burgaltero 

'the account is made up by the bookkeeper + buxgalter sostavljaet scet, ucreZdenie 

rukovoditsja rabotnikom 'the establishment is managed by a worker' > rabotnik ruko 
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vodit udreZdeniem. These units can be divided into two groups, according to wheth- 


er or not the verb can occur in the perfective aspect (formally, whether or not T: 


Vs * Vsp is possible). 


1.111. Units in which both S! and S? are inanimate substantives are not restricted 
as to aspect, e.g. komnata napolnjalas' tolpoj ‘the room was being filled up by the 
crowd' / komata napolnilas' tolpoj '... was filled...', luga zalivalis' / zalilis' 
vodoj ‘the meadows were being flooded / were flooded with water', nor are their S? 


V Sla transforms, e.g. tolpa napolnjala / napolnila komatu, voda zalivala / zalila 
luga. 


1.112. Units in which S! is an inanimate and S? an animate substantive can occur 
only in the imperfective aspect (i.e., T: Vs + Vsp is impossible), e.g. sčet so- 
stavljaetsja buxgalterom ‘the account is made up by the bookkeeper' cannot +> *sóet 
sostavitsja buxgalterom, similarly in the past sdet sostavljalsja buxgalterom can- 
not + *sčet sostavilsja buxgalterom. This restriction of aspect does not apply to 
the S?n V Sla transforms of these units, e.g. buxgalter sostavljaet / sostavit sdet 
‘the bookkeeper makes / will make up the account', buxgalter sostavljal / sostavil 
scet." o If we accept the statement, "Of two correlated transforms, the one having 
the lesser number of transformation restrictions is to be considered basic, and the 
other a derivative thereof," we will then consider the present (1.112) S!h Vs S?, 


units to be derived from their correlated 52, V Sla transforms. 


1.113. In one infrequent type of subjective instrumental unit, the original T: s?i 
* S2, entails not S!, + Sla but S! + Sli, producing the transform S?n V Sli, e.g. 
u&reXdenie rukovoditsja rabotnikom ‘the establishment is managed by a worker' 
rabotnik rukovodit ußreädeniem. Cf. 2.1122. 


1.114. One type of S!n Vg S?; unit is characterized by the possibility of a furth- 
er transformation T: + S!, Vg S?i, e.g. luga zalilis' vodoj ‘the meadows were 
flooded with water' + luga zalilo vodoj. Cf.6.12. 


1.18. Semi-subjective instrumental modifiers occur in units where S! is an animate 
and S? an inanimate substantive. The subjective transformation T: + S?n V Sla is 
usually possible but awkward (i.e., less grammatical than in the case of the sub- 
jective units in 1.11 above), e.g. student zarezalsja britvoj 'the student commit- 
ted suicide with a razor' + britva zarezala studenta. This semi-subjective status 
of S?, however, is much less important than the fact that this type of unit can be 


transformed by T: + S!n V S3a S?i, e.g. + student zarezal professora britvoj 'the 
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Student killed the professor with a razor'; this transformation is impossible for 
both subjective and non-subjective units. The S!, Vg S?; unit is probably to be 


considered a derivative of the Sl, V S?a S*; transform; cf. 4. 


1.18. In units with non-subjective instrumental modifiers the transformation T: + 
S?n V Slasi is either impossible or involves such a shift in referential meaning 
(cf. 0.3 above) that the two units S!, Vs S?; and S2, V Sla cannot be considered 
correlated transforms of each other, e.g. Ivan vernulsja starikom ‘John came back 
an old man' > *starik vernul Ivana ‘the old man brought John back', barzi tjanu- 
lis’ rjadami ‘the barges moved in rows' + *rjady tjanuli barZi ‘the rows (e.g. of 
men) pulled the barges'. These non-subjective units can be divided into two 
groups, containing predicative and non-predicative instrumental modifiers, accord- 
ing to whether or not the verb can be transformed to a form of the verb 'to be' 


(formally, whether T: Vs > byl- is possible). 


1.181. In units with predicative instrumental modifiers the transformation T: > 

- byl- S?, is possible, e.g. Ivan vernulsja starikom ‘John came back an old man' 
+ Ivan byl starikom ‘John was an old man'. This predicative instrumental unit can 
be derived from the combination of two simpler units Ivan vernulsja "John came 
back' and Ivan byl starikom 'John was an old man' either directly or through some 
intermediate step such as kogda Ivan vernulsja, on byl starikom 'when John came 
back, he was an old man'. The non-subjectivity of S?i in these units finds furth- 
er formal expression in the fact that it can usually be omitted (T: S? >+ Ø), e.g. 
+ Ivan vernulsja; cf. *u@reXdenie rukovoditsja ‘the establishment is managed', 
etc. Cf. 2.1211. 


1.132. In units with non-predicative instrumental modifiers the transformation T: 
> Slp byl- S?; is impossible, e.g. barZi tjanulis' rjadami 'the barges moved in 

rows' + “bar3i byli rjadami ‘the barges were rows', but one or more of a number of 
prepositional transformations T: + S!n Vg PS? is possible, e.g. + barfi tjanulis' 
v rjadar ‘the barges moved in rows'. S?j is always either a temporal or a spatial 
modifier; the individual words occurring as S?i can be listed as temporal or spa- 
tial according to other formal criteria (e.g. whether or not the word can be used 


in the accusative to modify verbs in -sja, etc.). 


1.2. The possibility or impossibility of a particular units undergoing each of 


the set of possible transformations can be represented in tabular form as follows: 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


00051582 


aT Ss 


TABLE 1A: Transform Features of S!, Vs S?; Units 


" 
N Mal 
wn N 
e a” Gei n È 
us rue "SS ı 8 
Uu u un a 
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+ > > > > I > 
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E+ Uu u > N Uu u 
+ - + - - - - komnata napolnjalas' tolpoj 
* - + + - - - luga zalivalis' vodoj 
+ - - - - - - sCet sostavljaetsja buxgalterom 
- * - - - - - ufreZdenie rukovoditsja rabotnikom 
(+) - + - + - - student zarezalsja britvoj 
(-) 7 + - = + - Ivan vernulsja starikom 
(-) = - - - - * barZi tjanulis' rjadami 


1.3. The network of correlated transforms in which units of type Sin Vs S?i par- 


ticipate can be represented schematically as follows: 


TABLE 1B: Transform Network of S!, V S?; Units 


S?4 V S!j S!n Vs S? 


u€CreZdenie rukovoditsja 
rabotnikom 


eee eK ee wr —— — —— — —— eee —— —— ee 


rabotnik rukovodit ucreZdenie 


S? V Sla 


tolpa napolnjala komnatu 


Sla Vg S^, 
BERUFT luga zalilo vodoj 


sčet sostavljaetsja 
buxgalterom 


buxgalter sostavljaet scet 


sin V S?4 S?i 


student zarezal 
professora britvoj 


voda zalila luga 


- —— an  —- —— — o — n — —  M— —— A! M a — a — — 1 — eee — — e m eM eee —— M—  — —À — wee = 


student zarezalsja 
britvoj 


Sla byl S?i 


Ivan byl starikom 
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2. Phrase Type Sl, V S?;. 


2.1. Units of type sl, V S?i can be classified as containing central or marginal 


47 according to whether the instrumental substantive cannot 


instrumental modifiers, 
or can be omitted from the given unit (i.e., whether T: S?, + d is impossible or 
possible), e.g. on the one hand on čital večerom ‘he read in the evening' + on či- 
tal, ona vyla sakalom 'she howled like a jackal' + ona vyla, but on the other ra- 
botnik rukovodit ußreZdeniem ‘the worker manages the establishment' + rabotnik ru- 
kovodit, on pokaSal golovoj ‘he nodded his head' + *on poka@al. Units with cen- 
tral instrumental modifiers fall into two, and units with marginal modifiers into 


several, sub-groups. 


2.11. Units in which T: S?: + $ is impossible contain central instrumental modi- 
fiers, e.g. rabotnik rukovodit ué@reZdeniem ‘the worker manages the establishment', 
kapitan upravljaet batal'onom ‘the captain commands the battalion', on pokačal go- 
Lovoj 'he nodded his head', on podergival nosom 'his nose twitched'. There are 
two obvious sub-groups, the principal formal distinction between which lies in the 
high vs. low number of restrictions upon the adjective modifiers which can be 
added to S?; (i.e., whether for certain types of A the transformation T: ø + A, is 


possible or not). 


2.111. Units in which S?i can rarely be modified by an adjective, and never by a 
possessive pronominal adjective referring to other than Sla. contain as S! ani- 
mate substantives usually referring to persons, as V verbs expressing a motion of 
some kind, and as S?i inanimate substantives referring either to a part of the 
body of S!, or to an object which can be held in the hand of S!n, e.g. on pokaóal 
golovoj "he nodded his head', ona Sevelila gubami ‘she moved her lips', on brosgal 
kamnjami ‘he was throwing stones', oni maxali platkami ‘they waved their ker- 


chiefs'. There are two minor sub-groups. 


2.1111. Units in which the instrumental substantive can be replaced by the same 
substantive in the accusative (T: S?; + S?a) contain such units as e.g. on pokaéal 
golovoj ‘he nodded his head' + on pokaéal golovu, ona brosala kamnjami 'she threw 
stones’ + ona brosala kami, on razvel rukami 'he spread his hands' > on razvel 
ruki. The S!, V S?à4 transforms are not limited in T: Ø + Aj transformations, e.g. 
on razvel ruki 'he spread (his) hands' + on razvel iz ruki 'he spread their hands' 


(cf. on razvel rukami > *on razvel ix rukami). 


2.112. Units in which T: S?, + S?, is impossible do not differ noticeably in 
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meaning from 2.1111 units, e.g. on podergival nosom 'his nose twitched', on povel 
brovjami 'he raised his brows'. 


2.1121. Units in which s2; can with very few restrictions be modified by adjec- 
tives (i.e., where T: 8 + Aj is possible for many types of A) usually contain as 
S!h an animate substantive referring to a person, as V a verb with the general 
meaning of directing, exercising influence over, and as S?i an inanimate substan- 
tive most frequently referring to a collectivity, e.g. rabotnik rukovodit uérez- 
dentem ‘the worker manages the establishment', kapitan upravljaet batal'onom 'the 


captain commands the battalion'. There are two sub-groups. 


2.1121. In most cases no active + passive transformation T: + S?n Vg S!j is pos- 
sible (since there is no Vs form of V), e.g. kapitan komanduet batal'onom 'the 
captain commands the battalion' + *batal'on komanduetsja kapitanom. 


2.1122. In a few cases T: + S?, V Sl, is possible, e.g. rabotnik rukovodit uérez- 
deniem 'the worker manages the establishment' + uéreZdenie rukovoditsja rabotni- 
kom. Cf. 1.118. 


2.12. Units in which T: s?i + Ø is possible contain marginal instrumental modi- 
fiers (this label actually being only a restatement of the possibility of T: S?i + 
Ø), e.g. Ivan priexal starikom ‘John arrived an old man', ona vyla gakalom 'she 
howled like a jackal', ont šli verenicej ‘they went in a row', oni šli lesom ‘they 
walked through the forest', Boris ital večerom ‘Boris read in the evening', on 
govoril Éopotom 'he spoke in a whisper'. There are two principal and several 


smaller groups of unit with marginal modifiers. 


2.121. Units in which the transformation T: > S?n V is possible, e.g. Ivan pri- 
exal starikom ‘John arrived an old man‘ + starik priexal, ona vyla 8akalom 'she 
howled like a jackal' + šakal vyl, oni šli verenicej ‘they went in a row' + vere- 
nica šla can be termed analogous units (in the sense that each contains an anal- 
ogy), which express a temporary identity or similitude between S! and S?. Anal- 
ogous units are subdivided into predicative and non-predicative units, and the 


latter further divided into comparative and metamorphic. 


2.1211. Units in which the transformation T: + Sl, byl- S!; is possible contain 
predicative instrumental modifiers, e.g. Ivan priexal starikom ‘John arrived an 
old man' + Ivan byl starikom ‘John was an old man'. The label 'predicative' is 


itself obtained from a form of this transform, e.g. T: > kogda S!n V, Pot, byl- 
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S?in (where Pot, = a pronominal substantive referring to Sin), e.g. kogda Ivan 
priezxal, on byl starikom ‘when John came, he was an old man'. Predicative units 
can always be derived from a combination of two simpler units with common Slp, 
e.g. (Ivan prieaZaet ‘John comes' + Ivan starik "John is an old man’) Tpast = 
(Ivan priexal + Ivan byl stariktom)) = Ivan priexal starikom, cf. the similar de- 
rivations Ivan zdes' "John is here' + Ivan sud'ja "John is a judge’ = Ivan 2des' 
8ud'ej ‘John is here as a judge' and perhaps even Ivan durak "John is a fool' + 
Ivan durak = Ivan durak durakom 'John's an awful fool', although such mechanisms 
should not be insisted on too much. It is this combination of predication within 
predication that permits the addition of such degree modifiers as sovsem 'com- 
pletely' to S?;, e.g. Ivan priexal sovsem starikom ‘John arrived a real old man', 
whereas such modification is impossible in e.g. Boris čital večerom 'Boris read in 
the evening' > *Boris &ital sovsem večerom. There may be a connection between the 
possibility vs. impossibility of such degree modification and the derivational 
framework of S?;: if, e.g., there exists for the given S?i the transformation T: € 
> A (starik 'old man' > staryj 'old') and for the resulting A the transformation 
T: Apos * Acomp (staryj 'old' + starše 'older'), then one can add sovsem to the 
S! V S?i unit (it is interesting to note that such degree modification is only 
possible at the extremes 'completely' and 'not at all'; although we have all de- 
grees — on sovsem star 'he's quite old', on dovol'no star 'he's rather old', on 
nemmo3ko star 'he's a bit on the old side', on otnjud' ne star ‘he's not in the 
least old' — we can derive only on priexal sovsem starikom 'he was quite an old 
man when he arrived' and on priexal otnjud' ne starikom 'he wasn't at all old wher 
he arrived', but not *on priexal dovol'no starikom 'he was rather an old man when 
he arrived' or *on priexal nemnozko starikom 'he was a bit of an old man when he 
arrived'); such modification is impossible or unlikely in units for which no T: S: 
+ A is possible (e.g. when S?; = verenicej ‘in a row', Sopotom ‘in a whisper') or 
if such T is possible, where no degree transformation T: Apos + Acomp is possible 
(e.g. večer 'evening' (noun) + vedernij 'evening' (adj.), but no vedernij + *ve- 
&ernee). Note that in the very similar Sla V Sĉ?a S3; units a case of construc- 
tional homonymity"? obtains whenever the unit can be derived from two different 
sets of simpler units; e.g., the unit Ivan znal Borisa studentom 'John knew Boris 
as a student' can be derived from both Ivan znaet Borisa 'John knows Boris' + Iva 


student 'John is a student' and Ivan znaet Borisa 'John knows Boris' + Boris stu- 
dent 'Boris is a student', and consequently only the context can tell us whether 
8tudentom refers to Ivan or to Borisa. 
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In a broader sense of the term, many other Sla V s2; units could be called 
predicative, since they too can be derived from pairs of simpler units, e.g. oni 
Šli lesom 'they were walking through the forest' = ont šli 'they walked' + oni v 
lesu 'they are in the forest', Boris ital večerom ‘Boris was reading in the eve- 
ning' = Boris čital 'Boris was reading' + bylo večerom ‘it was in the evening’; in 
none of these other cases, however, can the S! V Sĉi unit be derived from two 
simpler units with identical S!n, which is the case with Ivan priexal starikom 
'John arrived an old man' = Ivan priexal 'John arrived' + Ivan byl starikom  'John 


was an old man'. Cf. 1.131. 


2.1212. Units in which T: + S!n byl- Si is impossible, e.g. ona vyla Bakalom 
‘she howled like a jackal' + *ona byla áakalom ‘she was a jackal', oni šli vereni- 
cej ‘they went in a row' + “ont byli verenicej ‘they were a row’, contain non- 


predicative modifiers, either comparative or metamorphic. 


2.12121. Non-predicative units in which the transformation T: + S!h V kak S?n is 
possible contain comparative instrumental modifiers, which describe V rather than 
S!n, e.g. ona vyla Bakalom ‘she howled like a jackal' + ona vyla kak šakal (kak 
‘like, as'); note that T: + S!n byl- kak S?n is not the same, e.g. ona vyla kak 
šakal = (i.e., can be transformed to) ona vyla, kak vyl by šakal ‘she howled as a 
jackal would howl', not ona byla kak šakal kogda ona vyla 'she was like a jackal 


when she howled'. 


2.12122. In certain non-predicative units there obtains, in addition to the com- 
parative T: > Sla V kak S? just mentioned, an additional, prepositional transfor- 
mation T: + S!4 V pS, e.g. ont Slt verenicej ‘they went in a row’ + ont šli v ve- 
renice (v 'in'). Such units can be called metamorphic, since Sis in performing 
the action V, takes on temporarily the form of s?; in other words, in metamorphic 
units S?; characterizes neither S! alone (as in 2.1211) nor V alone (as in 


2.12121), but S?n as engaged in V. 


2.122. Units in which the transformation T: + Sn V is impossible are non-analo- 
gous, e.g. ont Bii lesom ‘they were walking in the forest' + *les šel ‘the forest 
walked', Boris čital večerom ‘Boris read in the evening' + večer ital ‘the eve- 
ning read', on govoril Sopotom ‘he spoke in a whisper' + *Éopot govoril ‘a whisper 


spoke'. They are divided into two groups, temporal-spatial and semi-tautological. 


2.1221. Units in which some prepositional transformation T: + S! V ps? is pos- 


sible contain either temporal or spatial instrumental modifiers, e.g. oni šli 
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lesom + oni šli v lesu ‘in the forest’, po lesu ‘through the forest', etc., Boris 
&itaet večerom 'Boris reads in the evening' + Boris @itaet pod večer ‘towards eve- 
ning’, po vederam ‘in the evenings', v @tot večer ‘this evening', etc. The furth- 
er division into units containing temporal vs. spatial modifiers is made on the 

basis of formal features of S?j not directly connected with this paper, e.g. pos- 


Sibility or impossibility of modifying verbs in -8ja by accusative substantives. 


2.1222. Units in which no T: + S!n V pS? is possible, but for which on the other 
hand an interclass transformation T: > S! Vs? (where Vg2 is a verb derived from 

S?) is possible, can be called semi-tautological, since the derived Vg? is a form 
of the action expressed by V, e.g. on govoril Sopotom ‘he spoke in a whisper' can- 
not *+ on govoril v Sopote, but can + on Septal ‘he whispered', and Septat’ is a 

manner of govorit'. There are very few such units, all of which correspond to the 
more frequent constructions with obligatory adjective modifier of S?i, e.g. on go- 


voril tixim golosom 'he spoke in a quiet voice' (cf. 3.1£.). 


2.2. The transform features of Slp V S?j units discussed above can be summarized 


in tabular form as follows: 


TABLE 2A: Transform Network of S!, V S?; Units 


c 
[94 N 
N uo 
und 
= Go] in ~ N 
wn N [| [i] 2 ~ 
a o e x N D: 
cod u 2 Q UN 
4 t x > > t 2 > > > uU 
‘A + Sc £ "A c i=] e c u 
se N N N N ~ — ~ ~ eo 
kon ww Oo 0 0 0 mn u 
"Lu" rabotnik rukovodit ucrezdeniem 
(-) + - - = = č > = - - kapitan komanduet batal'onom 
- (C) - = + = = = = = on pokaéal golovoj 
- (-) - - - - - - - - on povel brovjami 
+ + - + - + - - (+) - Ivan priexal starikom 
+ + - + = = + L1, ]LLLZ ona vyla Sakalom 
+ + - + - - - + =- - oni Sli verenicej 
"cu uM Boris Citaet vecerom 
+ + S xL =- > č = 4 = (-) oni Sli lesom 
En XR a 28 ois & u oe DEL 3 on govorit Sopotom 


2.3. The network of correlated transforms in which units of type S?n V S?i 
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participate can be represented schematically as follows: 


TABLE 2B: Transform Network of S!, V S?, Units 


Sin V s2; 


rabotnik rukovodit ucreZdeniem 


S?» Vs Sl; 
u¢rezdenie rukovo- 
ditsja rabotnikom 


kapitan komanduet batal'onom 


Sla vs2, 


on pokalal golovu on pokaéal golovoj"? 


Sla byl- S? 


on povel brovjami'? 


Sla v Ivan byl starikom 


Ivan priexal 


Ivan priexal starikom 


S?» V 


starik priexal 


ona vyla ona vyla Sakalom 


šakal vyl 


oni Sli oni Sli verenicej 


. v 
verenica sla 


Boris Citaet Boris Citaet vecerom 


Sla V ps? 


oni Sli oni šli lesom oni Šli v verenice 


Boris čitaet po ve- 


on govorit - 
ceram 


on govorit Sopotom 


oni šli po lesu 


2 
3. Phrase Type Sl, V A, S?;. 


3.1. Units?Ü of morphologic type S!, VA; S?, (rarely, S!, Vs Aj S?i) are di- 
vided into two types, according to whether or not the adjective modifier of S?i 
can be omitted (formally, whether or not T: Aj + Ø is possible). Where Ai can be 
omitted (e.g., kapitan komandoval pervym batal'onom 'the captain commanded the 
first battalion' + kapitan komandoval batal'onom, student zarezalsja ostroj brit- 
voj ‘the student killed himself with a sharp razor' + student zarezalsja britvoj), 
such omission produces units of types Sla V S?i or Sla Vs S?i, of which the orig- 
inal unit with A, must be considered an expansion. Units in which T: A + øØ is 
impossible, however, form an entirely separate group, being in themselves minimal 
units, of which Aj is an integral part (e.g., ona pogljadela svetlymi glazami 
'she looked with her clear eyes' + “ona pogljadela glazami, on yovoril spokojnym 
tonom 'he spoke in a calm tone' + *on govoril tonom). In all such units there is 
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an obviously close semantic connection between V and S?i. Unless the meaning of 
the term 'metonymy' is stretched beyond its usual limits, there is no established 
term to describe such a connection; however, the semantic relationship between V 
and S?i is so close that this type of unit can be called 'semi-tautological'. The 
instrumental substantive adds no new information of its own, but instead serves 
simply as a sort of syntactic middleman, enabling the information content of A, to 


be introduced into the unit.?! 


9.11. All units where T: A, + Ø is impossible are predicative units. The differ- 
ence between these units and those of the type Ivan priexal starikom ‘John arrived 
an old man‘ (cf. 2.1211) is that whereas the latter derive from two predications 
with common subject (e.g., Ivan priexal starikom = Ivan priexal "John arrived' + 
Ivan byl starikom 'John was an old man'), the former derive from two predications 
with separate subjects (e.g., on govoril spokojnym tonom 'he spoke in a calm tone’ 
= on govoril 'he spoke' + (ego) ton byl spokojnym 'his tone was calm'); there is 
always a synecdochic relation between these two subjects and hence also between s! 
and S? of the derived unit (e.g., on govoril serditym golosom 'he spoke in an 
angry voice', Tat'jana dikimi glazami oziraetsja 'Tat'jana gazes about with wild 
eyes', ona gljadela bol'&imi glazami ‘she was looking with her big eyes'). This 
derivation of the Slp V Aj s2; unit from two simpler units is formally demonstra- 
ble by the transformation T: + kogda Sin V, Ap S2, byl- A;j/n (where Ap is a posses- 
sive pronominal adjective moj ‘my', tvoj 'thy', na& 'our', va& 'your', or substan- 
tive ego 'his', ee 'hers', tx 'theirs' and byl- is any tense form of byt’), e.g. 
kapitan smotrel ostoroänymi glazami ‘the captain looked with cautious eyes' + kog- 
da kapitan amotrel, ego glaza byli ostoroZnymi 'when the captain looked, his eyes 
were cautious'. Various nonproductive sub-types of this transformation are pos- 
sible, according to whether Aj;/;, is in the short or long form (svetly/svetlye), 


nominative or instrumental (svetlye/svetlymi) .>? 


3.12. That the instrumental adjective modifies the substantive S?i: is obvious. 
It is less obvious, however, that this same instrumental adjective either does or 
can modify (by implication, due to the transform correlations into which the giver 
unit enters), in addition, the verb V, the subject 5 ni or both. In fact, all 
distinctions within the group of sl, V Aj S?i units are made on this basis, namel) 
which of the other two items V or Sl, the information content of Aj can and cannot 


be applied to. We will discuss the relation of Aj first to V, then to Sla- 
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4.121. Units of type Sis VA S?i can be divided into two groups, according to 
whether or not the information content of Aj can be applied to the verb V (formal- 
ly, whether or not the transformation T: > sl, AgV is possible, where Ag is the 


zero or adverbial form of Aj). 


3.1211. Units in which the adverbial transformation T: + Sl, AgV is possible can 
be said to contain semi-adverbial instrumental modifiers. This is the case with 
the majority of S!4 V A; S?, units, e.g. on kričal gromkim golosom 'he shouted in 
a loud voice' + on gromko kričal ‘he shouted loudly', kapitan smotrel ostoroXnymi 
glazami ‘the captain looked with cautious eyes’ + kapitan ostorozno smotrel ‘the 
captain looked cautiously', on ušel bystrymi Bagami ‘he went off with rapid steps' 
> on bystro ušel ‘he went off rapidly’. Adjectives occurring in units for which 
this adverbial transformation is possible can be called (if a general term is 
needed) 'qualifiers', since they are specifically opposed to the 'visible quanti- 


fiers' discussed just below. 


8.1212. Units in which the adverbial transformation T: + Sl, Ag V is impossible 
are fewer than the units just discussed; they can be said to contain non-adverbial 
instrumental modifiers. In all such combinations the adjective A; is what can be 
somewhat cumbersomely called a 'visible bi-polar quantifier', by which is meant 
that such an adjective measures its modified substantive as being at one or the 
other end of some visible scale, such as big-— little, wide-— narrow, long- short, 
high— low. Examples of such units are: ona gljadela bol'Bim. glazami 'she looked 
with big eyes' + 'ona veliko gljadela ‘she looked greatly', on vagljanul uzkimi 
glazami 'he glanced up with narrow eyes' + “on uzko vzgljanul "he glanced up nar- 
rowly', on ušel dlinnymi Bagami ‘he went off with long steps' + “on dlinno ušel 
'he went off lengthily': such transformations are impossible even when an origi- 
nally visible quantifier is used figuratively, for example 'high', 'low' referring 
to voice tone, e.g. on govoril nizkim tonom ‘he spoke in a low tone’ + *on nizko 
govoril ‘he spoke lowly', ona otvecala vysokim golosom ‘she answered in a high 


voice' + *ona vysoko otve&ala ‘she answered highly'. 


3.122. A second division of S!, V A, S?; units is made according to whether or 
not the information content of Aj can be applied to the subject Sla (formally, 


whether or not T: > Sla byl- A is possible). 


3.1221. Units in which the transformation T: + S!n byl A is possible can be said 


to contain pseudo-predicative instrumental modifiers, in the sense that Aj rather 
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implies the statement S!, A (e.g., kapitan smotrel ostoroßnymi glazami 'the cap- 
tain looked with cautious eyes' implies kapitan byl ostoroZen ‘the captain was 
cautious'), but does not make this statement outright; in fact, the implication 
can always be explicitly denied (e.g., on govoril veselym tonom, xotja on sam 
vovae ne byl vesel 'he spoke in a gay tone, although he wasn't in the least gay 
himself'). Examples of such units: on govoril serditym golosom ‘he spoke in an 
angry voice' + on byl serdit ‘he was angry', on doložil uverennym golosom ‘he an- 
nounced in a confident voice’ + on byl uveren ‘he was confident', on skazal vese- 
lym tonom 'he said in a gay tone' > on byl vesel ‘he was gay', on govoril spokoj- 
nym tonom ‘he spoke in a calm tone' > on byl spokoen ‘he was calm'. This trans- 
formation is impossible for all units for which the adverbial transformation (cf. 


3.1212) is impossible. 


3.1222. Units in which the transformation T: + S! byl- A is impossible imply 
nothing about the subject sl. and contain purely adjectival instrumental modifiers 
which describe only the semi-tautological instrumental substantive s2;, e.g. ona 
pogljadela svetlymi glazami ‘she looked with her clear eyes' + *ona byla svetla 
‘she was clear', Gavrila tupymi glazami pogljadyval 'Gavrila looked with dull 
eyes' > *Gavrila byl tup 'Gavrila was dull', on govoril nizkim tonom 'he spoke in 
a low tone' + *on byl nizok 'he was low'. This group includes all units for which 
the adverbial transformation T: + S!n Ag V is impossible, e.g. on ušel dlinnymi 
Sagami ‘he went off with long steps' + *on dlinno ušel ‘he went off lengthily' and 
+ *on byl dlinen ‘he was long', on vzgljanul uskimi glazami ‘he looked up with 
narrow eyes' + *on uzko vagljanul ‘he looked up narrowly' and + “on byl uzok ‘he 


was narrow'. 


8.13. Another type of transformation, which can be called that of synecdochic in- 
version, is possible in certain cases (formally, T: + A, S?n V and variants there- 
of), e.g. on doložil uverennym golosom ‘he announced in a confident voice’ + uve- 
rennyj golos doložil ‘a confident voice announced', ona gljadit svetlymi glasami 
‘she looks with clear eyes', + svetlye glaza gljadjat ‘the clear eyes look'. The 
possibility or impossibility of synecdochic inversions depends primarily on the 
particular lexical units involved, e.g. on ušel bystrymi Sagami ‘he went off with 
quick steps’ can probably not + “bystrye Sagi ušli ‘the quick steps went off', but 
the very similar on udaljalsja bystrymi Sagami ‘he moved off with quick steps" 
probably can + bystrye Bagi udaljalis' ‘the quick steps moved off*. Since synec- 


doche always remains a device, a deliberate aberration from normal speech, the 
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acceptability of which is largely a matter of individual taste, it would probably 


be futile to seek structural rules underlying its use. 


3.2. The transform features of S!, V Aj S?; units can be summarized in tabular 


form as follows (synecdochic transformations are omitted): 


TABLE 3A: Transform Features of S!, V Aj S?, Units 


« «az 
| > ] 
e e 
> 8 > 
^ Q « Q 
c c g£ 
.. N ~ ~ 
& un [7] u 
* * * kapitan smotrel ostoroZnymi glazami, on skazal serditym 
golosom, etc. 
* * - on kričal gromkim golosom, ona gljadela svetlymi glazami, 
etc. 
+ = - on govoril nizkim tonom, ona smotrela bol'Simi glazami, 
etc. 


3.3. The network of correlated transforms into which units of type S! V Ai S2; 


enter can be represented schematically as follows: 


TABLE 3B: Transform Network of S! a V A, Sĉį Units 


on govoril nizkim tonom ton byl nizok 


ona smotrela bol'Simi glazami glaza byli bol'Sie 


on ušel dlinnymi Sagami 


— —— A - — ee ewe ew eee wee ew m ewe ewe 


on krical gromkim golosom 


Sagi bili dlinny 


on gromko kričal 


golos byl gromok 


ona svetlo gljadela ona gljadela svetlymi glazami glaza byli svetly 


on bystro ušel on ušel bystrymi Sagami Sagi byli bystry 


ostorožno smotrel on smotrel ostorožnymi glazami glaza byli ostorožny 


serdito govoril on govoril serditym golosom golos byl serdit 


byl ostorožen 


byl serdit 


4. Phrase Type Sl, V S?, S3j. 
4.1. Units of type S! V S?4 S?i are divided into two groups, according to 
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whether or not the accusative direct object can be omitted (formally, whether or 
not T: s2, > d is possible). Where S?i can be omitted (e.g., on govoril èto šo- 
potom "he said that in a whisper' + on govoril Bopotom 'he spoke in a whisper', 
Ivan &ital knigu večerom "John was reading a book in the evening' + Ivan čital 
večerom ‘John was reading in the evening'), such omission produces units of type 
Sla V S?i, of which the original S', V S?4 S?j must be considered an expansion. 
Units in which such omission of s2, is impossible, however, are themselves mini- 
mal units (at least from the point of view of the present analysis, which deals 
only with instrumental modifiers; a full transform syntax would consider many Sin 
V S?4 S?; units to be instrumental expansions of original S!, V S24 units; cf. 
4.1233 below). 

Sla V S?, S?, units for which T: S?4 + is impossible (e.g. ja s&itaju ego 
durakom ‘I consider him a fool' + "ja sSitaju durakom ‘I consider a fool', on za- 
kryl dver’ rukoj "he closed the door with his hand' + "on zakryl rukoj ‘he closed 
with his hand') are divided into predicative and non-predicative units, according 
to whether or not the unit posits an identity between Sta and $3; (formally, 


whether or not a transformation T: S?, # S3, is possible). 


4.11. Predicative units are those in which T: + S?n # S34 is possible, e.g. oni 
vybrali ego prezidentom ‘they elected him president' + on # prezident ‘he is pres- 
ident’, Petrovy nazvali syna Ivanom ‘the Petrovs named their son John' + Ivan # 
syn "John is the son', ja s@itaju ego durakom '1 consider him a fool' + on # durak 
"he is a fool', ja anal ego studentom ‘I knew him as a student' + on # student 'he 
is a student'. There are a number of sub-types of predicative unit, all of which 


are highly restricted lexically. 


4.111. Units of inceptive status contain verbs which themselves create the iden- 
tity of S?, and S?,, e.g. oni delali ego sekretarem 'they made him secretary': 

this inceptivity can be demonstrated by transformations containing a form of stat’ 
'become', e.g. oni vybrali ego prezidentom 'they elected him president' + on stal 
prezidentom 'he became president', etc. Personal names are a special case within 
this group, e.g. Petrovy nazvali syna Ivanom ‘the Petrovs named their son John’ > 


syn stal (nazyvat'sja) Ivanom "the son began to be called John'. 


4.112. Pseudo-predicative units express a certain attitude on the part of sl, 
toward the predicative identity of S? and S?, but this identity is not posited as 


truth, e.g. ja e&itaju ego durakom 'I consider him a fool', druz'ja veličali (ego. 
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statejku (u@enym) trudom "his friends honored his little article with the name of 


scholarly opus’. 


4.118. In temporal units the instrumental substantive S?j is predicated as iden- 
tical to S?4 during the time span in which the action V occurs, but only during 
this time, e.g. ja znal ego studentom ‘I knew him as a student' (derived from ja 
znal ego 'I knew him' + on byl studentom 'he was a student', cf. 2.1211), Ivan 
vstretil Petra (e$óe) Lejtenantom ‘John had already met Peter as a lieutenant', my 


uvideli ego (8nova) docentom 'we saw him again as a young professor'. 


4.12.  Non-predicative units of type Sla V s2, S?i for which no T: + S?p # S?n is 
possible, are the largest single group of units containing instrumental substan- 
tive modifiers, and contain what are generally if somewhat loosely referred to as 
“instrumentals of means," e.g. on zakryl dver' rukoj ‘he closed the door with his 
hand', ona nabila podušku puxom 'she stuffed the pillow with down'. Within this 
group there are two rather clearly opposed sub-groups, distinguished by the quite 
different relations between S? and S? expressed in the one and the other sub- 
group. These two sub-groups will be said to contain 'true instrumentals' on the 
one hand and instrumentals of 'resultant contiguity' on the other. These two sub- 
groups will be described briefly in 4.121 and 4.122; the transformation features 
which distinguish the one from the other will be taken up in 4.123. 


4.121. In units containing true instrumental modifiers, S?; is really the means 
or instrument by which S!, accomplishes the action V, e.g. on zakryl dver' rukoj 
'he closed the door with his hand', roditeli portjat detej balovstvom "parents 
spoil children by over-indulgence', Ivan vy@erknul slovo karandasom "John crossed 
out the word with his pencil', publika vetretila ego aplodismentami ‘the audience 
greeted him with applause'. In all such cases the relation between S? and S? is 
temporally limited to the duration of the action V; once the time span of V has 
passed, there is no further connection between S? and S?. This temporally limited 
relation between S? and S? can be represented graphically as: 
s3 
s? 
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In other words, S? is intimately associated with S? during the time occupied by V, 
but this association ceases with the cessation of V. Other examples of true in- 
strumental modifiers include tetja vyzyvala smjatenie (loZnymi) spletnjami 'my 
aunt caused confusion with her false gossiping', on pri&injaet besporjadok (svoi- 
mi) Éalostjami ‘he causes disorder with his pranks', Ivan pugal menja blefom ‘John 
scared me with his bluff', kußer vzbodril klja&u (gromkim) ponukan'em ‘the coach- 
man encouraged his nag with loud urgings-on', on toptal pol sapogami ‘he got the 
floor dirty with his boots', on obter lico platkom 'he wiped his face with a 
cloth', soldat prikolol ranenogo &tykom ‘the soldier finished off the wounded man 
with his bayonet', on udivil menja otvetom 'he astonished me with his answer'. 


4.122. In units containing instrumentals of resultant contiguity, the action V 
itself establishes a relation of spatial contiguity between S? and S?, and this 
contiguity continues indefinitely after the action of V has ceased, e.g. rabocie 
pokryli ulicu asfal'tom ‘the workers covered the street with asphalt’, monax na- 
polnil kuvsin vodoj 'Ehezmonk filled his jug with water', Ivan zakryl lico vorot- 
nikom ‘John covered his face with his collar', ont posypali rel'sy peskom ‘they 
sanded the rails'. The establishment of this spatial continguity can be repre- 


sented graphically as: 


S3 
[| 
$ 
l 
| s 

s? i I 

rc ——MÁ——— un 
Ree S? 
V 


4.123. This difference in the relations between S? and S? expressed in units con- 
taining true instrumental modifiers and those containing nodifiers of resultant 
contiguity finds formal expression in a number of transform features, some of 
which are obvious and almost absolute, others of which are only more or less cleai 


tendencies. 


4.1231. The most obvious and consistent formal feature of units containing in- 
strumentals of resultant contiguity is the possibility of forming prepositional 
transforms T: + pS? S?, e.g. rabočie pokryli ulicu asfal'tom ‘the workers covered 
the streets with asphalt' + na ulice asfal't 'asphalt is on the street', ona na- 
bila podušku puxom 'she stuffed the pillow with down' + v podu&ke pur ‘there is 
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down in the pillow', on zakryl lico vorotnikom ‘he covered his face with his col- 
lar' + pered licom vorotnik 'the collar is before his face'. Such transformations 
are usually impossible for units containing true instrumental modifiers, e.g. on 
zakryl dver’ rukoj ‘he closed the door with his hand' + "na dveri ruka ‘his hand 
is on the door', roditeli portjat detej balovstvom 'parents spoil children by 
over-indulgence' + "u detej balovstvo ‘children have over-indulgence', on vyZerk- 
nul slovo karanda&om ‘he crossed out the word with his pencil' > *na slove karan- 


daš ‘on the word is a pencil', etc. 


4.1232. The temporal limitation of the relation between S? and S* (to the time 
span during which the action V occurs) brings S? closer to the role of a subject 
in true instrumental units than in units with resultant-contiguity modifiers. 

This greater subjectivity is formally expressed in the relative ease with which 
such subjective transformations as T: + S?n Sly V S?4 are effected, e.g. roditeli 
portjat detej balovstvom 'parents spoil children By over-indulgence' + balovstvo 
roditelej portit detej "the parents' over-indulgence spoils the children', publika 
vstretila ego aplodiamentami 'the audience greeted him with applause' + aplodis- 
menty publiki vstretili ego "the applause of the audience greeted him', on zakryl 
dver' rukoj ‘he closed the door with his hand' + ego ruka zakryla dver' 'his hand 
closed the door' (with special WO rules for original pronominal S!n). Such trans- 
formations are usually much more awkward, if possible at all, for combinations 
with instrumentals of resultant contiguity, e.g. rabodie pokm li ulicu asfal'tom 
‘the workers covered the street with asphalt' + (*)aefal't rabočix pokryl ulicu 
‘the workers' asphalt covered the street', ona nabila podušku puxom 'she stuffed 
the pillow with down' + (*)ee pux nabil podusku 'her down stuffed the pillow', on 
zakryl lico vorotnikom "he covered his face with his collar' + (*)ego vorotnik za- 
kryl lico ‘the collar covered his face'. This feature, of course, is not one of 
absolute possibility vs. impossibility of a certain transformation, but rather a 
relative feature of greater or less ease of transformation (which may equal a 


higher or lower degree of grammaticalness). 


4.1233. The lack of any temporal limitation on the relation established between 
S3 and S? in units with instrumentals of resultant contiguity (in other words, the 
permanency and hence the importance of this newly established relation) makes S? 
itself more essential to the si, V S?4 S?; unit than in the case of units with 
true instrumental modifiers. This relatively greater importance of S? in the 


former case is expressed in the difficulty with which s3; can be omitted from such 
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units (formally, the quasi-impossibility of T: S?; + Ø), e.g. raboóie pokryli uli- 
cu asfal'tom ‘the workers covered the street with asphalt' > (*)raboäie pokryli 
ulicu ‘the workers covered the street', oni posypali rel'sy peskom ‘they sanded 
the rails’ + (*)oni posypali rel'sy ‘they scattered the rails', on napolnil sunduk 
bel'em 'he filled the trunk with laundry' > (*)on napolnil sunduk 'he filled the 
trunk’. Such omission of S?; is on the other hand almost always possible for 
units containing true instrumental modifiers, e.g. on zakryl dver’ rukoj ‘he 
closed the door with his hand' + on zakryl dver’ ‘he closed the door', roditeli 
portjat detej balovstvom ‘parents spoil children with over-indulgence' + roditeli 
portjat detej "parents spoil children’, on udaril menja palkoj 'he struck me with 
a stick’ + on udaril menja 'he struck me'. As was the case in 4.1232, this is a 


relative, not an absolute feature. 


4.124. A particular sub-group of resultant-contiguity units obtains with a lexi- 
cally restricted number of verbs expressing the physical transfer of $3; to a per- 
son (more rarely a creation by a person) S?a, e.g. on nadelil menja podarkami 'he 
showered me with gifts', avtor snabdil knigu primedanijami 'the author provided 
the book with notes', Zjuri nagradil ego premiej 'the jury awarded him the prize', 
(expressing lack of such transfer) tetja obdelila menja nasledstvom 'my aunt de- 


prived me of my inheritance'. 


4.2. The transform features of S!, V S2a S?; units can be summarized in tabular 


form as follows (units in which S?4 can + g are omitted): 


TABLE 4A: Transform Features of S!, V S?, S?; Units 


© 
oA ol N 
m e Ww 
g A R g > 
m L M 
a u e Z we ^0 v" 9 
+ 3 r^ Q un o w + 
+ N 
G g g ce N u c ont 
ee wN N N N a 3 am eoe 
E (22) o u o (c>) Uu 
u + + - - - + oni vybrali ego prezidentom 
E + - + - - - * ja znal ego studentom 
" + - 2 - - - - ja scCitaju ego durakom 
E: - = - = - (+) + on zakryl dver' rukoj 
= a - - - - + + on udivil nas otvetom 
es - - - * - (-) (+) rabocie pokryli ulicu asfal'tom 
i - - - * * - =- tetja nadelila menja nasledstvom 
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4.3. The network of correlated transforms into which units of type Sla V S?4 S3, 


enter can be represented schematically as follows (certain minor groups are omit- 
ted): 


TABLE 4B: Transform Network of S?n V S?4 S?; Units 


on stal prezidentom 


on byl prezidentom 


prezident 


oni vybrali ego prezidentom 


student ja znal ego studentom 


on byl studentom 


durak 


ja séitaju ego durakom 


em ae qm — MÀ uà D ae MAP à A — 1 — A 0 A 9—— MÀ A— —- — A ——— — — e 


ego ruka zakryla dver' 


———— — — — -—  — a» ae" wee ——— — — e— —— — ewe A e 


ulice asfal't raboCie pokryli ulicu asfal'tom 


5. Phrase Type V4 Si. 


9.1. Units of the type V4 Si, e.g. zateklo krov'ju "blood began to flow', sverk- 
nulo rjab'ju ‘a ripple flashed', xolodom padet ‘there's a breath of cold', paxlo 
osen'ju 'it smelled of autumn', are formally characterized by the fact that V can 
occur only in neuter past or third person singular non-past (formally, the trans- 
formation T: Vg + V is impossible, e.g. produvalo vetrom ‘a puff of wind blew' + 
*produvaem vetrom ‘we blow with the wind' or + *produvali vetrom '(theyJ blew with 
the wind’, etc.). There are two sub-groups of type Vg Sj unit, according to 
whether or not a personal transformation T: > SQ V is possible, e.g. zateklo 
krov'ju ‘blood began to flow! + krov’ zatekla, but popaxivaet dymom 'it smells a 
bit of smoke' + “dym poparivaet "smoke smells a bit'. 


5.11. Units for which the personal transformation T: + S, V is possible occur 
with a small number of verbs expressing physical and usually visible actions, 
e.g. zateklo krov'ju 'blood began to flow' + krov' zatekla, produvalo vetrom ‘a 
puff of wind blew' + veter produval, sverknulo rjab'ju ‘a ripple flashed' + rjab' 
sverknula, skosilo gradom 'the hail cut down' + grad skosil. 


5.12. Units for which T: + S, V is impossible occur with verbs expressing the 


transfer through the air of (a) an odor, e.g. degot'kom potjanulo 'there was a 
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smell of tar', figuratively paxnet vesnoj "it smells of spring' or (b)cold, damp 
or other touch-perceived sensation, e.g. povejalo syrost'ju 'there was a breath 


of dampness', proxladoj dunulo 'there was a puff of coolness'. 


5.2. The transform features of Vy Sj units can be summarized in tabular form as 


follows: 


TABLE 5A: Transform Features of V, Si Units 


|! VV 


c 
o 
+ zateklo krov'ju 


- - poPaxivaet dymom 


5.3. The network of correlated transforms into which units of type Vg S; enter 


can be represented schematically as follows: 


TABLE 5B: Transform Network of Vy Sj Units 


krov' zatekla 


zateklo krov'ju 


sverknulo rjab'ju rjab' sverknula | 


ee eee ewe ewe ew Me ewe wee 


popaxivaet blizost'ju 


povejalo syrost'ju 


6. Phrase Type S!4 V4 S?;. 


6.1. Units of type Sla Va S?i, like the type V, Si units discussed in 5., are 
impersonal constructions characterized above all by the impossibility of changing 
the verb to a personal form agreeing with a subject, e.g., &ljapu uneslo vetrom 
‘the hat was carried off by the wind’ + “3ljapu wnesut vetrom 'they will carry the 
hat off with the wind’, + *8ljapu unesla vetrom ‘she carried the hat off with the 
wind’, etc. In some cases, however (specifically, where S?i refers to an object 
which can be at the disposition of human beings), a transformation to what might 
be called an anonymous construction (with subjectless third person plural verb 
form) is possible, e.g. otea pereexalo avtomobilem ‘father was run over by a car’ 
("it ran over father ...') + otea pereexalt avtomobilem ('they ran over father 
ee) 
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6.11. In all units of type S!a Vg S?i the personal transformation T: + S?n V Sla 
is possible, e.g. otea ranilo oskolkom ‘father was wounded by a fragment' > osko- 
Lok ranil otca 'the fragment wounded father', lodku razbilo burej 'the boat was 
smashed by the storm' + burja razbila lodku ‘the storm smashed the boat', luga za- 
Lilo vodoj ‘the meadows were flooded with water' + voda zalila luga ‘water flooded 
the meadows'. Since all S!, Vg S?; units can be derived from Sn V Sla corre- 
lates, but not vice versa, the impersonal constructions must be considered deriva- 


tions from the 'personals'. 


6.12. In a few cases, the Sla Va Sĉ?i unit is characterized by the possibility of 
a further transformation T: + Sla Vs S?i, e.g. luga (aec.) zalilo vodoj ('the 
meadows it flooded with water') > luga (nom.) zalilis’ vodoj ‘the meadows were 
flooded with water' (cf. 1.114 above). 


6.2. The transform features of S!, Vø S?i units can be summarized in tabular form 


as follows: 


TABLE 6A: Transform Features of S!, V, S?, Units 


A . 


ı 


" fm a 
> x n 
> > > 
t t 
M A af an LE 
E > a Vu Vy 
- + - - $ljapu uneslo vetrom 
+ + - otca pereexalo avtomobilem 
- + (+) + luga zalilo vodoj 


6.3. The network of correlated transforms into which units of type Sla Vg S?i en- 


ter can be represented schematically as follows: 


TABLE 6B: Transform Network of S!4 V, S?; Units 


51japu uneslo vetrom 


wee eee ee MÀ" — A — A € — aA o m en 


eter unes Sljapu 


otca pereexali avtomobilem avtomobil' pereexal otca 


-—— m wee ee A I ee we ee —€— MÀ n — e e 


(luga zalili vodoj) oda zalila luga 


luga zalilis' vodoj 
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7.0. Conciusion. The traditional approach to Russian syntax, an example of which 
was given in 0.1, has a number of weaknesses, the most obvious of which is the ab- 
sence of consistent classificatory criteria. Groups are described on the basis 
now of substantive meaning, now of verb meaning, now of some combination of the 
two; the presence or absence of other modifiers, the degree of concreteness or ab- 
straction of verb and substantive, the morphology of the verb itself (reflexive or 
not, passive participle or not), and the degree of semantic identity between verb 
and substantive are all determining factors in one or the other group. To the 
very large extent to which this traditional approach is based on meaning clusters 
alone, it suffers from further weaknesses. For one thing, given the enormous va- 
riety of individual word meanings and the difficulty of labeling these with preci- 
sion, a classification based on groups of similar meanings must employ labels 
which are themselves very imprecise; to attain an interesting degree of generali- 
zation (i.e., to set up large enough classes), this classification must use labels 
of almost meaningless imprecision (e.g., the class label "objective" covers such 
variegated combinations as paxat' traktorom 'cultivate with a tractor', nadelit’ 
talantom ‘endow with talent’, develit' gubami ‘move one's lips', poraXat' krasotoj 
‘astonish by one's beauty’, nabit’ senom 'stuff with hay', ljubovat'sja prirodoj 
‘admire nature', upravljat! buksirom 'run a tugboat').°? Further, a classifica- 
tion of word-combinations based on the meanings of the words contained therein 
would seem dangerously circular, since the meaning of each word itself depends at 
least partly on its context, the most important part of which are those very word: 
with which it is syntactically connected. 

Perhaps the major flaw in the traditional approach, however, has lain in the 
fact that it has divorced meaning from form, and in so doing has departed from the 
realm of the demonstrable fact to enter that of the unprovable assertion. The 
discussion of differences of meaning and of semantic clustering is surely a fasci- 
nating endeavor, but as long as such discussion does not occur within some stat- 
able formal framework, it is hard to see how it can culminate in a convincing de- 
scription. Transformation analysis provides this formal framework, using a clas- 
sificatory procedure which is uniform throughout the entire analysis, and all the 
Class labels and semantic interpretations of which are firmly grounded in demon- 
strable formal features. It substitutes for semantic generalizations a genuinely 
formal description; this is accomplished by expanding the concept of form itself 


and by recognizing the existence of a different level of linguistic structure. 
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While the formal rigor of transformation analysis would by itself be a suffi- 
cient justification thereof, this approach has a number of further advantages. In 
Some cases it produces more refined groupings, recognizing subtypes beyond the 
reach of traditional methods, e.g. the division of sl. VA S?i phrases into semi- 
adverbial and non-adverbial (on kričal gromkim golosom ‘he shouted in a loud 
voice' + on gromko kričal 'he shouted loudly', but on vagljanul uzkimi glaaami 'he 
glanced up with his narrow eyes' cannot ^ *on uzko vagljanul 'he glanced up nar- 
rowly') in 3.121, or the establishment of the two categories "true instrumental" 
and "instrumental of resultant contiguity" (on udivil menja otvetom 'he astonished 
me with his answer' : ont posypali rel'sy peskom ‘they sanded the rails'). In 
several cases transformation analysis permits a type of sentence analysis impos- 
sible with older methods, for example the derivation of certain predicative con- 
structions from combinations of two predications, e.g. Ivan vernulsja starikom + 
Ivan vernulsja + Ivan byl starikom in 2.1211, and is apparently the only explana- 
tion of syntactic homonyms such as ja znal ego studentom ‘I knew him as a student’ 
(either 'when I was a student' or 'when he was a student'), cf. 2.1211, 4.118. It 
may provide additional syntactic characteristics of categories defined on other 
levels, e.g. the interrelation of perfectivity in verbs and animation in substan- 
tives expressed in the transform features of such phrases as aet sostavljaetsja 
buxgalterom 'the account is made up by the bookkeeper', 1.112, or demonstrate the 
syntactic parallelism of phrases of quite different morphological structure, e.g. 
the impossibility of T: A+ in certain types of S!, V Aj S?i and Sla V s?i S3g 
phrase (on govoril spokojnym tonom 'he spoke in a calm voice' = on govoril tonom 
nastavnika 'he spoke in the voice of a tutor'), 3.1, or the irrelevance of the 
presence or absence of -sja in such transformationally identical pairs as Ivan 
priexal starikom 'John arrived an old man' = Ivan vermulsja starikom 'John re- 
turned an old man' or on govoril tixim golosom 'he speaks in a soft voice' = on 
vyraXaetsja tixim golosom ‘he expresses himself in a soft voice', cf. Tables la, 
2a. Further, transformation analysis provides the most consistent formal frame- 
work for describing whether or not certain types of modifier are obligatory (by 
giving a yes-or-no answer to the question whether, e.g., T: A; + Ø is possible for 
phrases like ona govorila vysokim golosom ‘she spoke in a high voice') as well as 
for describing restrictions on the type of modifiers which can be added to certain 
phrase types (by answering whether or not T: Ø + A is possible, and if so, for 


which classes of À, etc.). Although deliberately chosen to avoid non-formalized 
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semantic generalities, it may even suggest the existence of new semantic catego- 
ries, e.g. the "bipolar visible quantifiers" of 3.1212. Even where a classifica- 
tion by transformation features produces groups identical to those of traditional 
classifications, it provides those groups with specific formal characteristics, 
e.g. the restrictions on T: ø + A transformations in the group containing on poka- 
čal golovoj ‘he shook his head', 2.1111; the fact that there are a number of such 
cases suggests that the traditional semantic classifications were in part based on 
formal features unrecognized at that time and perhaps unrecognizable except 


through transformation analysis. 


7.1. Transform Potential. Perhaps the greatest single advantage of an analysis in 
terms of possible and impossible transformations is that it reveals the existence 
of a level of linguistic form superior to that of mere morphological description. 
It has been shown that within each morphologically defined phrase type there exist 
from a few to several transformationally defined sub-types, each of which is cha- 
racterized by a particular set of transformations. The possibility of being 
transformed to all and only the members of a particular set of correlated phrase 
types can be called the transform potential of a sub-type. This potential is in- 
herent in the sub-type and is as much a formal characteristic thereof as, say, th 
fact of belonging to a particular set of correlated morphemes is characteristic o! 
membership in a certain word class. Each of the individual transformational pos- 
sibilities or impossibilities which make up the total potential can then be terme: 
a distinctive feature of transform potential ("distinctive," of course, because 
one such feature is enough to distinguish between otherwise identical sub-types). 
As transformational analysis uncovers the sub-types of all morphological phrase 
types in Russian, there will probably appear certain transformations of fundamen- 
tal importance, whereas others will be seen to be of secondary or even redundant 
nature. Only after such a complete analysis has been effected and the set of 
basic kernel phrases and fundamental transformations established will it be pos- 
sible to begin building up a complete syntax of Russian. This complete syntax 
will have to describe (1) a set of minimal sentence types and (2) a set of trans- 
formations by which these minimal types can be expanded (T: ø + F), altered (T: F 
^ F'), and combined (T: F + F' > F”) to form the actual sentences possible in the 
language. The present discussion is offered as a step in the direction of such a 


syntax. 
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FOOTNOTES 
l Russian forms are given in the standard transliteration. The English transla- 
tions are given as an aid to readers unfamiliar with Russian, but since, like all 
translations, they compromise between literalness and literacy, the reader is 
hereby warned against interpreting Russian syntactic structure on the basis of 
English translations. For example, one cannot equate the active — passive trans- 
formation in English with the sl, V S?a + 52, Vs S!j (see footnote 31 for symbols) 
transformation of Russian, since the latter turn out to be genuine passives only 
in a minority of cases (for a traditionally couched but penetrating discussion of 
this problem, see V. V. Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, Moskva-Leningrad, 1947, pp. 
629-641). 


2 The work that goes the farthest in the direction of eliminating nonformal 
categories is M. N. Peterson's concise Sintaksis russkogo jazyka, Moskva, 1930. 


3 Akademija Nauk SSSR, Institut jazykoznanija, Gramatika russkogo jazyka, II, 
Sintaksis, parts 1-2, Moskva, 1954. The most important earlier works with the 
same general approach are A. A. Saxmatov, Sintaksis russkogo jazyka, 2nd ed., 
Leningrad, 1941, and A. M. PeSkovskij, Russkij sintaksis v naučnom osve8&Genii, 
7th ed., Moskva, 1956. The latest syntactic works repeat on a smaller scale the 
same semantic approach, e.g. E. M. Galkina-Fedoruk, ed., Sovremennyj russkij ja- 
zyk. Sintaksis, Moskva, 1957, A. N. Gvozdev, Sovremennyj russkij literaturnyj ja- 
zyk. Cast' II. Sintaksis, Moskva, 1958. The Academy grammar discusses instrumen- 
tal constructions in different sections: as word-combinations, i.e. slovosodeta- 
nija (Grammatika russkogo jazyka, II, 1, 132ff.), as parts of sentences (predlo- 
Zenija), especially after copulative and semi-copulative verbs such as byt' 'be', 
kazat'sja 'seem', stat’ 'become', etc.(op. eit., II, 1, p. 427ff.), and as various 
kinds of circumstantial description, i.e. obstojatel'stvo (op. cit., II, l, p. 
527ff.); some constructions appear in more than one section, e.g. rasstalis' sol- 
datami ‘they parted as soldiers' (p. 137), rasstalis' bol'8imi prijateljami ' (we) 
parted great friends' (p. 433). 


" Grammatika russkogo jazyka, II, l, 132. 


5 Op. eit., 133. 
6 Loe. cit. 

7 Op. eit., 134. 
8 Loc. cit. 

9 


Op. eit., 135. The semantic unity of this group is not as obvious to this 
writer as it was to the compilers of this grammar. 


10 Loe. eit. It is not clear how one is to distinguish between this type of 
combination and those of the fifth major class, labeled causative. 


Il Op. cit., 136. 


12 All such combinations of passive participle and instrumental substantive are 
perfectly straightforward transforms of one of two types of phrase: (1) nominative 
substantive + transitive verb + accusative substantive, e.g. Vse zdes’ soadano 
nami 'Everything here has been created by us' + My sozdali vse zdes' 'we created 
everything here'; (2) phrases already containing instrumental substantives and 
discussed elsewhere in this paper, e.g., kniga, prikrytaja trjapoókoj 'the book, 
covered by a rag' + X prikryl knigu trjapotkoj 'X covered the book with a rag'. 
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The first of these two transformation types corresponds exactly to the active— 
passive transformation in English (on the latter, see Noam Chomsky, Syntactic 
Structures, The Hague (19573, pp. 77ff.; Robert B. Lees, review of Chomsky, Lan- 
guage 33.375-408 [19571, esp. 388, and Zellig S. Harris, "Co-occurrence and Trans- 
formation in Linguistic Structure," Language 33.283-340 [1957], esp. 325ff.; 
further literature will be found in these works) and differs from the second just 
as "The wine was drunk by the guests" differs from "John was drunk by midnight" 
(examples from Chomsky, 80). 


13 soviet linguists consider all such words to be adverbs when they occur without 
modifiers, e.g. zimoj ‘in winter’, noO'ju ‘at night'. However, there seems to be 
no good reason for considering forms such as + osen'ju, + vederom, etc. to be ad- 
verbs but the second half of the forms glubokoj + osen'ju, pozdnim + večerom to be 
substantives, since these forms occur in identical environments and one is always 
free to add or subtract the adjective modifier (transformations of the type T: Ø 
>F, T: F + ø, cf. 0.221). In our opinion they are obviously a special subclass 
of substantives, formally characterized by (1) the fact that they can modify in 
the accusative case non-transitive verbs in -sja, e.g. on otdyxalsja vsju zimu ‘he 
rested all winter long' and (2) in certain environments they can be modified only 
by a limited number of quantifying adjectives (restrictions on the transformation 
T: Ø + A, cf. 0.221), e.g. on vernulsja pozdnej osen'ju "he returned in late 
autumn' cannot + *on vernulsja pozdnej, xolodnoj, no vse-taki dovol'no prijatnoj 
osen'ju ‘he returned at a late, cold, but nonetheless rather pleasant time of 
autumn' (note that the English restrictions rather parallel the Russian). 


l^ Grammatika russkogo jazyka, II, l, 138. 
15 Loc. eit. 

16 Loc. cit., fn. 

17 Op. eit., 138-39. 


18 The grammar does not mention the essential structural fact that in almost all 
such combinations there is an obligatory adjective modifier of the instrumental 
substantive. Note for example the impossibility of *tanki goreli plamenem 'the 
tanks were burning in flame’. Cf. footnote 22 below. 


19 Op. eit., 139. 

20 Loe. eit. 

21 Loe. eit., footnote. 

22 This time the need of modifiers is mentioned (cf. footnote 18 above). 
23 Op. eit., 139f. 


24 On the applications of transformation analysis to diachronic syntax, see 0.31: 
and fn. 44 below. 


25 For further comparison of these two approaches, see 7.0. 


26 See footnote 12. The present writer made a few brief steps toward the use of 
transformations in syntactic analysis in his unpublished dissertation, "A Contri- 
bution to the Study of the Syntactic Binary Combination in Contemporary Standard 
Russian," Harvard University, 1956. 


27 The units analyzed here were culled from some 16,000 syntactic combinations 
excerpted from Soviet literature by collaborators on the Russian Language Researc! 
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Project directed by Professor Roman Jakobson of Harvard University and the Massa- 
chusetts Institute of Technology and supported by the Rockefeller Foundation, 
whose help is gratefully acknowledged. This material was supplemented by instru- 
mental constructions taken from the works cited in footnote 3 above and from D. N. 
USakov, ed., Tolkovyj slovar' russkogo jazyka, I-IV, Moskva, 1935-40. 


28 Ina highly inflected language like Russian, class membership can in most 
cases be determined by purely morphological criteria; none of the cases where 
such determination is impossible is pertinent to the present investigation. 


29 See Leonard Bloomfield, Language, New York, 1933, p. 194f. 


30 within the framework of transformation syntax, this process of reduction can 


itself be considered a series of transformations of the forms Fl, F? etc. to zero 
(T: Fl + Ø etc.); the opposite process can then be called expansion and considered 
a series of transformations T: ø > Fl, T: ø + F?, etc. Cf. 0.221. 


3l The following symbols are used in this paper: Sn, Sg, Sa, Si = substantive in 


the nominative, genitive, accusative and instrumental cases respectively, PS = 
preposition * governed substantive; À - adjective (same case subscripts as for 
substantives), Ay = zero (adverbial) form of adjective; V = verb, Vs = so-called 
"reflexive" verb in -sja or -s', Vp = perfective aspect verb, Vg = "impersonal" 
verb in neuter past or 3d sing. nonpast, Va - "anonymous" or subjectless verb in 
plural past or 3d plural nonpast, # = zero nonpast form of byt' 'be' or any zero 
form, byl- = any past form of byt'; Ø = absence of a form (opposed to its presence 
in a particular construction); F = any form (single word, phrase, etc.), F'=a 
transformational variation of F; Fl, F?, F? = instances of F; NP = noun phrase; 
superscript numerals - consecutive occurrences of members of a single class, e.g. 
S!, S? = consecutive substantives; + = is transformed to, + = is transformed from; 
+ and - = dividers between members of a string (graphic device; no grammatical 
significance); * = impossible form; WO = word order. Other symbols will be ex- 
plained as they occur in the text. 


32 cf. 7.1 for some of the implications of these operations. 


33 we shall mention interclass transformations, which shift a word from one form 
class to another (kurit' 'to smoke’ > kuren'e 'smoking', zelenyj 'green' + zele- 
net' 'to show green', etc.) and are of great importance for problems of complete 
syntactic description (v. J. Kurytowicz, "Dérivation lexicale et dérivation syn- 
taxique (contribution à la théorie des parties du discours)," Bulletin de la Soci- 
été de Linguistique de Paris, XXXVII, 2, (19522 pp. 79-92), but which have only 
occasional significance for this paper (cf. 2.1211, 2.1222); word-order transfor- 
mations are of more importance in English than in Russian, where their use is 
primarily stylistic (ja anal èto 'I knew that' + èto ja anal "I knew that’, etc.). 
It should perhaps be noted that all transformation operations in Russian presup- 
pose a set of morphophonemic rules which (by making verb agree with subject, etc.) 
will produce grammatical phrases from the transforms produced by the transforma- 
tion rules. 


34 


35 such procedures are considerably less artificial in Russian, the elaborate 


case system of which makes possible many intraclass transformations for each sub- 
stantive. 


36 Barring some particular environment, this will usually be interpreted as a re- 
sultative (where "was chewed" could be substituted by “had been chewed," which 


Tense is irrelevant in this transformation; cf. 0.211. 
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could not be done in the case of "The man was bitten by the dog"); this is a cas 
of noncorrelation of meaning as explained in 0.3. 


37 Such differences in the ability to undergo transformations are one of the mo 
productive, if not the most productive, means of distinguishing between synonyms 
(if indeed such exist). For example, the verbs "like" and "enjoy" are probably 

considered synonymous by most English speakers. However, transformation analy 
sis reveals a marked difference: whereas the phrase "The critic enjoyed the play 
can undergo passive and/or progressive transformations (+ "The play was enjoyed 

the critic", + "The critic was enjoying the play", + "The play was being enjoyed 
by the critic"), the superficially synonymous phrase "The critic liked the play" 
can undergo only Tpas' not Tprog (> "The play was liked by the critic", but nei- 
ther > *"The critic was liking the play" nor + *"The play was being liked by the 
critic"). 

38 One cannot of course have recourse to meaning alone, but a sharp difference 

meaning may well be the clue to an equally sharp, if not equally obvious, differ 
ence in form. A good many seeming differences in meaning unaccompanied by form: 
distinctions may be due primarily to our as yet rather naive conception of lin- 

guistic form. 


39 One finds such features, e.g., in the fact that "John eats the apple noisil)| 
can > "John is eating the apple noisily", but "John sees the boy clearly" cannot 
*"John is seeing the boy clearly"; such features will probably eventually separ: 
out and formally characterize all verbs of perception. 


40 The principal difference is that Ivan vernulsja starikom is a case of simul! 
neous double predication resulting from the combinatory transformation of two kı 
nel sentences Ivan vernulsja 'John came back' and Ivan starik 'John is an old m 
whereas the other phrases are simple passive transforms (e.g., one cannot deriv: 
zala osveščaetsja fonarikami from a combination of zala osve&éaetsja and zala fi 
nariki). 

sl This argument, goes on to say that had the kernel verb been imperfective (vo; 
vra8dal), the transformation would have been possible. This is not quite true, 
however, since the phrase Ivan vozvras@alsja starikom is, if not impossible, at 
least restricted to a few specific contexts, regardless of its meaning ('John c 
back an old man' or 'John was brought back by the old man'), i.e. regardless of 
its derivational history (+ Ivan vozuraäßalsja + Ivan starik or + starik vozvra 
ščal Ivana). A more accurate statement might be that S!, V S?4 + S?n Vs Sli is 
impossible wherever S? is animate; with inanimate S? and animate S!, e.g. burga 
ter sostavljaet sdet ‘the bookkeeper is making up the account', the same transf 
mation is possible provided only V is not perfective; cf. 1.112. For other re- 
strictions on this type of construction, see V. V. Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, 6 


*2 For arguments concerning English, see Noam Chomsky, Syntactie Structures, 8 


"3 As an example of this process, consider the replacement of the "instrumenta 
of cause", e.g. sdelat' o&tbkoju 'do by mistake', by various analytic construc- 
tions of the type pS, e.g. po o&tbke ‘by mistake', ia-za gluposti "because of s 
pidity', ot ustalosti 'from tiredness'. Taking one of the latter, we let F=t 
phrase type V S and F' = the phrase type V iz-za Sg: and we can fix the broad o 
lines of the historical development as follows: 


(1) F Old Russian, through 16th century 
(2) F(+ F') l7th century 
(3) F —F' 18th century 
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(4) (F +)F' 19th century 

(5) F' Modern Russian 
For details of dates and examples, see T. P. Lomtev, Oßerki po istoriteskom sin- 
taksisu russkogo jazyka, Moskva, 1956, pp. 247f., 386f. 


^" The second half of the suggested solution to the problem posed by Ivan vernul- 


8ja starikom + starik vernul Ivana is also open to criticism. There is no good 
reason to assume that instrumental constructions are per se secondary forms, de- 
rived from kernels of different structure. This assumption, which may be based on 
a faulty equation of the Russian instrumental substantive S, with the English 
"passive actor" byS (cf. footnote 1), fails to take into account the many instru- 
mental constructions which cannot, to my knowledge, be derived from other phrase 
types, e.g. kapitan komanduet batal'onom 'the captain commands the battalion', on 
povel brovjami 'he raised his eyebrows', student zarezal professora britvoj ‘the 
student killed the professor with a razor'. Eventually it will probably prove to 
be the case that, within a morphologically defined phrase type, some of the units 
will be kernels and others secondary transforms derived from other phrase types. 
The present paper cannot go into this problem of categorial hierarchies in any de- 
tail. 


"5 All examples given for this and the following morphologically described clas- 


ses are distinguished from each other by transformation features described in the 
individual sections to follow. 


"6 It was Roman Jakobson who first called this fact to the author's attention; 
cf. also V. V. Vinogradov, Russkij jaayk, 633. 


47 In another sense all instrumentals can be considered marginal; see Roman Ja- 


kobson, "Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre: Gesamtbedeutungen der russischen 
Kasus", Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de Prague, VI (1936), pp. 240-288. 


^8 Cf. Chomsky, Syntactic Structures, 85f. 


“3 Units characterized by many restrictions on T: 8 > A; these restrictions can- 
not conveniently be represented schematically. 


50 some of the transformations discussed in this section were first worked out in 
conversation with Professor Morris Halle of M.I.T. in 1955-56. 


31 These units are closely related to units of phrase type S!, V S?i S34, e.g. on 
govoril tonom nastavnika 'he spoke in the tone of a tutor'; the essential is that 
S?i be modified, and just how it is modified is a secondary matter. This is one 
of the cases where transformation classification cuts across the lines of, and 
even contradicts, morphological phrase-type classification. 


52 cf. Morton Benson, "Predicate Adjective Usage in Modern Russian," Word, 15 
(1959), no. 1, pp. 89-100. 


53 One suspects that this is a catch-all category consisting mostly of combina- 
tions which cannot be squeezed into the rubrics "temporal" and "spatial," the 
meanings of which are more homogenous and the formal characteristics of which more 
obvious. 
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GRAMMATICAL AND LEXICAL QUANTIFICATION 


IN THE SYNTAX OF THE RUSSIAN NUMERAL 


The normal rules and methods of combining words into groups (binary syntactic 
combinations or more complicated groups) sometimes undergo special restrictions or 
complications. This is especially the case when one and the same concept can be 
expressed grammatically and/or lexically in both of two words belonging to normal- 
ly combinable word classes (parts of speech). By "concept" I mean a semantic field 
or general conception more comprehensive than that expressed in any one grammatical 
category or lexical cluster, and expressed in several otherwise unlike categories 
and clusters. The concept by its very generality defies precise description, and 
yet finds very precise and demonstrable formal expression in syntax, creating an 
almost systematic series of exceptions to general syntactic rules. The concept of 
time, for example, whether relative or durative, expressed grammatically in verb 
tense and lexically in certain adverbs, prevents the formation of such combinations 
as *včera prid&ét, *zavtra prišël,! and on the other hand, expressed lexically in 
such substantives as den’, no&', permits such otherwise impossible combinations as 
that of nontransitive verb and accusative substantive (on bojalsja vsju noč!) or 
transitive verb combined simultaneously with two accusative substantives (Ves' den’ 
on Gital knigu). A concept which causes unusual complications in contemporary Rus- 
sian is that of quantity (by which I mean any form of counting, of limitation in 


time, degree, etc.). 


Quantifiers. Any word which expresses the concept of quantity is a quantifier. 
There are both lexical and grammatical quantifiers.  Lexical quantifiers are words 
whose non-grammatical, referential meaning (signatum) is not an object, quality of 
an object, action, or quality of an action (i.e., none of the usual signata of sub- 
stantives, adjectives, verbs, and adverbs respectively), but rather some quantita- 
tive limitation, some specification of number, order, temporal sequence, degree, 
etc., applied to other, non-quantifying words.  Lexical quantifiers include series 
of substantives, which define how much or how many of other substantives is or are 


present (dva, troe, massa); adjectives, which define the order in a sequence or 
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relation of part to whole of a substantive (pervyj, poslednij, ostal'noj, sleduju- 
8Gtj); verbs, which limit the action of another verb in respect to its beginning, 
continuation, end, etc. ("acat', končit’, prodol£at'), and adverbs, which limit in 
time or degree an action or quality (často, inogda, dolgo, oden'). Grammatical 
quantifiers include such diverse grammatical categories as number (the most obviou 
quantifier, marking plurality), case (with the genitive marking a limitation on th 
connection of the substantive to other units), aspect (with perfective limiting an 
action with respect to its completion) ,2 degree (with the comparative marking a 
higher development of action or quality), negation (with ne — opposed to the ab- 
sence thereof — marking the non-connection of substantive, verb, adjective, etc. 
with other units), and even word order (with reversed word order limiting the pre- 
cision of the numeral contained in numeral combinations, see p. 47 below). 

These lexical and grammatical quantifiers often interact in such a way as to 
permit the formation of otherwise impossible combinations (see above) or, more 
often, to hinder the formation of otherwise productive types of combination. For 
example, aspect is usually irrelevant in combinations of verb and governed infini- 
tive (zodu pít! / xoču vypit' / zaxoGu pit! / zaxoGu vypit'), but if the head word 
marks quantity lexically the subordinate term cannot do so grammatically (načal 
pit’ but not 'nacal vypit' ). Similarly, aspect is irrelevant in most combinatior 
of verb and modifying adverb (gromko skazal / gromko govoril), but within the grou 
of lexically quantifying adverbs there are several sub-groups which are not always 
combinable with all aspects (Casto prixodil but not *&asto prišel, odnazdy gel or 
xodil but not *odna&dy za£ival, etc.). It should be noted that restrictions due t 
lexical quantification alone (incompatibility of lexical morphemes) can never be 
absolute, but only relative, rendering a particular combination unlikely (statisti 
cally highly infrequent), but not forbidding it entirely (e.g. gromadnyj karlik, 
no&noj den'); absolute restrictions (*nacal vypit') occur only when the limiting 


concept finds grammatical expression in at least one of the two words. 


The Russian Numeral System. Complications due to this interaction of lexical and 
grammatical quantifiers are particularly evident in syntactic structures combinin 
the lexically quantifying numerals with substantives and adjectives expressing 
grammatical quantification in genitive case and/or plural number. These complica: 
tions, however, are not as chaotic as often pretended, and the syntax of the Rus- 
sian numerals forms a more coherent system, more understandable in purely syn- 


chronic terms, than is often supposed. ? The structural outlines of this system, 
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terms of the mutually opposed marked and unmarked categories and the general mean- 
ings thereof," are as follows: plurality is opposed not to singularity, as our 
usual thought habits might suggest, but to unmarked non-plurality; singularity is 
but a special case of non-plurality. Within the unmarked non-plural category there 
obtains in certain cases a further opposition which can be called — in the absence 
Of a better term — that of quantified and non-quantified categories. The cases in 
which this opposition obtains are those in which the numeral * substantive (N S) 
combination can be substituted by a single substantive in the nominative or, if the 
substantive S is inanimate, in the accusative (i.e., when the N S combination func- 
tions as subject or object respectively). The quantified category is marked as 
such syntactically by a particular combination of plural and genitive morphemes in 
the substantive and adjective (if present) entering the numeral combinations; the 
general meaning of this category is non-unity, non-singularity opposed to unmarked 
unity or singularity. The numerals which occur in combinations of this category 
are 2, 3, 4 and compounds thereof, 14, V, tpot-, but not polovina), and to a more 
limited extent oba, obe and the fractions us lA . In schematic form this system 


of oppositions appears as: 


NON-PLURAL —————————————————————- PLURAL 
5,6,7... 
(25, 26,27...) 


NON-QUANTIFIED QUANTIFIED 
l 2, 3,4 
(21, 31,41...) (22, 23,24) 
l l 
1 ame 
oba 
Meow Ms 


It is this expression of non-unity (whether greater or less than one), this insis- 
tence on quantity in spite of non-plurality, that explains the grouping together by 
common syntactic (and occasionally morphologic) features of such seemingly dispar- 
ate series as fractions, small whole numbers, and compounds of the latter. This 
paper will discuss briefly the syntactic peculiarities of the combinations in which 
numerals of this quantified category occur. 

The particular types of N S combination are best understood against a back- 


ground of general rules which obtain for all such combinations. The numeral, in 
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the nominative-accusative function mentioned above, is a substantive? which cannot 
itself express grammatical quantity (plurality), but which absolutely requires 
such expression of quantity (by genitive and/or plural morphemes) in all substan- 
tives and adjectives syntactically combined with it.9 The particular forms of 
grammatical quantification vary according to the particular types of combination 
(type of numeral, whether or not a modifying adjective is itself a lexical quanti- 
fier, etc.) and to the sentence function (subject or object, etc.) of the combina- 


7i any non-pronominal substan 


tion itself. With a few possible exceptions, however 
tive combined with a numeral must express genitive case and may in some cases also 
express plural number; conversely, any adjective combined with a numeral must ex- 
press plural number and may in some cases also express genitive case. 

Numerals of the quantified category are (with the partial exception of the 
fractions lA,» 1/3, see pp. 53-54 below) syntactically distinguished from all other sub 
stantives, numeral and non-numeral, by the fact that they can combine with genitiv 
singular but never with genitive plural substantives (komata / vos'muska / čet- 
vert' / mogo / pjat! / dvoe studentov, but not *pol- / poltora / oba / dva / tri 
studentov). They are opposed to the non-numeral (stol, student ...) and fractiona 
Ch, Ip: LAT lA) series, and joined to the adverbial (mmogo, malo ...), collectiv 
(dvoe, troe ...) and plural cardinal series (5,6,7 ...) by the three facts that (1 
they cannot be modified by singular adjectives in combinations of the type bol'&oj 
atol, pervaja vos'muáka, (2) they cannot be modified by cardinal numerals in combi 
nations of the type dva stola, dve treti, and (3) they cannot be modified by non- 
neuter singular past tense verb forms in combinations of the type stol stojal, 
ostalas' pjataja. Each set of numerals of the quantified category has, in additic 


its own specific syntactic features. 


Structures with 2, 3, 4. The numerals 2, 3, 4 and their compounds are syntactical 
ly distinguished from the plural series 5, 6, 7 ... by the facts that (1) substan- 
tives combined with 2, 3, 4 can never express both plural number and genitive cast 
whereas substantives combined with 5, 6, 7 ... must do so, and (2) combinations 
with 2, 3, 4 which can be substituted by a single accusative substantive distin- 
guish the categories animated —non-animated in the substantive S (Ja videl dva 
stola / dvux studentov), whereas combinations with 5, 6, 7 ... do not do so (Ja 
videl pjat' stolov / studentov); this is another way of saying that combinations 
with 2, 3, 4 have different forms in the different sentence functions of subject ai 


object, provided S is animate (Ostalos’ dva studenta / Ja videl dvux studentov), 
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whereas combinations with 5, 6, 7 ... maintain the same form in both functions re- 
gardless of the animation or non-animation of S (Ostalos’ pjat! studentov / stolov 
// Ja videl pjat' studentov / stolov). Structures with 2, 3, 4 are distinguished 
from all other structures of the quantified category, and joined to those of the 
plural category, by the fact that their syntactic features are repeated in com- 
pounds (2 / 22 / 32 studenta), whereas the features of combinations with lA, l/3, 
Yo, il? are not so repeated (Zetvert' časa, but dvadcat' s detvert'ju časov; 
poltory versty, but dvadcat' odna (-nu) s polovinoj versta (-tu), etc.).? 

The simplest type of numeral combination is that of quantifying numeral (N) 
with non-numeral substantive (S). With a few exceptions ,? the substantive is in 
the genitive singular (dva mesjaca, tri okna, Setyre knigil?). Neutral word-order 
is NS; the reversed word-order S N quantifies the combination as such and means 
„approximately" (dva mesjaca nazad "two months ago" / mesjaca dva nazad "about two 
months ago"). If the combination contains an adjective functioning as substan- 
tive, this adjective is always in the genitive plural if masculine (dva portnyzx) 
but occasionally nominative plural if feminine (tri prostornye kladovye, dve bol'- 
šie masterskie!!). 

The simple NS combination can be expanded by the addition of an adjective or 
participle (A). There are two types of adjectivally-expanded combination, corre- 
sponding to two essentially different types of adjective. A non-pronominal non- 
quantifying adjective (i.e. a qualifying adjective) modifies the substantive S and 
stands just before S (type NA S, dva zorodix studenta, tri ploxie knigi); it 
usually agrees in case with S (see pp. 48-49 below). On the other hand, a lexical 
quantifier or a pronoun modifies either the numeral or the N S combination as such 
(if a pronoun) and stands before N (type A'NS, poslednie tri dnja, ostal'nye 
Getyre knigi, èti dva studenta): it usually agrees in case with N. The two types 
of expanded combination are then NA S and A'N S, containing non-quantifying and 
quantifying adjectives respectively; a change in word-order (to AN Sor NA'S) 
cannot of course change the nature of the adjective, but it can and does change 
the presentation. A quantifier can be presented as a qualifier and vice versa. 

In such reversals the adjective usually takes the case of the type it is presented 
as. Novye dva studenta does not qualify the students as new but isolates them 
from the remaining non-new students; dva pervyx studenta are not isolated from the 
remaining students as is the case with pervye dva studenta but rather joined by 


the "quality" of being first just as dva wmyx studenta are joined by the quality 
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of intelligence. It is to be noted that pronominal adjectives, which modify the 
entire N S combination as such, and which are for the most part outside the oppo- 
sition of quantifier — non-quantifier, can almost never be presented as qualifi- 
ers, placed between N and S (vse tri dnja, but not *tri vse dnja or *tri vsex dnja; 
with possessives, however, tri moix studenta beside moi tri studenta). Most exam- 
ples of vacillation between nominative and genitive case, and between the word- 
orders NAS and A'NS, are explainable as these two basic types or presentational 
inversions thereof. 

Pronominal and lexically quantifying adjectives in A'N S combinations are 
almost always in the nominative plural (svoi tri procenta DS 320,1? ati Setyre 
dnja, poslednie dva mesjaca, ostal'nye tri vagona); only the indefinites kakoj-to, 
kakoj-nibud' and the quantifier celyj occur frequently in the genitive plural, and 
then usually when the combination serves as a temporal modifier (kakixr-nibud' dve 
minuty, celyx dva mesjaca). Qualitative adjectives are almost always in the geni- 
tive plural if S is a masculine or neuter substantive (tri bol '8ix okna, dva xoro- 
Six studenta). If S is a feminine substantive, two factors influence the case of 
A: (1) the specific numeral, A occurring in the nominative more often with 2 than 


with 3, 4: 


NUMERAL NOM. PL. ADJ. GEN. PL. ADJ.!? 
2 21 8 
3 3 3 
4 l 2 


(2) the sentence function of the combination, A occurring more often in the nomi- 
native plural when the combination functions as subject of a sentence and more 


often in the genitive plural when the combination functions as object: 


FUNCTION NOM. PL. ADJ. GEN. PL. ADJ. 
Subject 16 4 
Object 5 8 
Other!" 4 1 


Combinations of types N AS and A'N S can be further expanded in two ways, by the 
addition of like or unlike adjectives, creating combinations of the types NAAS 
and A'A'N S with the addition of like adjectives and A'N A S with the addition of 
unlike adjectives. All like adjectives in like position must be in the same case 


(tri odnotipnyx, noven'kix avtomobilja DS 307, dve Lunnye, golubye figury ZT 442, 
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vse èti tri dnja), but unlike adjectives in different position (type A'N A S) must 
not necessarily agree in case, but instead follow the rules for quantifiers and 
non-quantifiers described above (te Getyre &turmovyxr gruppy DN 219; cf. with plu- 
ral numerals vee Cetyresta Gestnyx sposobov ZT 466); this demonstrates clearly 
enough that the N S combination is not an indivisible quasi-idiomatic unit .!5 

NS and NA S combinations can also be expanded by the addition of one or 
more apposed participles or (more rarely) adjectives, creating combinations of the 
types N S,P or N A S,P etc. (dve malen'kie figurki, podymavétesja po nasypi ZT 
566). Like all adjectival forms syntactically connected with numerals, the ap- 
posed participle or adjective must be in the plural. Participles apposed to NS 
combinations are usually (7/8) in the nominative plural (detyre risunka, podpisan- 
nye slavjanskoj vjaz'ju DS 36), but occasionally in the genitive (V kabinete ... 
priXilis' dva pufika, obityx ... áelkom ZT 336). Participles opposed to NAS 
combinations usually (7/9) agree in case with A. If A is in the nominative plural, 
P is always nominative plural (dve obyknovennye bo@ki, napolnennye ZT 533), but if 
A is in the genitive plural, P can be either nominative or genitive (napisat' pro 
dva straényx slučaja, proisáediix so moju DS 260; tri neftjannyx barXi, svjazan- 
nye v rjad DS 255); the farther removed P is from the genitive S, the more likely 
is it to be in the nominative, cf. the two appositions in vydeljalis' Gut' vidnye 
v temmote tri bol'Six zdanija, zanjatyx nemeami DN 33. 

If the NS or NA S combination functions as subject of a sentence, the verb 
is almost always in the plural! (proexali na avtomobile tri komsomol'ca DS 105, 
dve surovye staruri razgovarivali po-francuzski ZT 333). Statements of age, how- 
ever, require the singular (emu bylo tri goda, but not "emu byli tri goda). State- 
ments of the passage of time are usually in the singular (dva dnja uğlo na ras- 
klepku vorot DS 77), but can be in the plural if there is insistence on the pro- 
cession of individual units of time (mučitel'no medlenno proxodili èti &etyre ne- 
deli). General statements of existence are indifferently in the singular or the 
plural, with of course a presentational difference, emphasizing the collectivity 
or the individuality of the units counted (U lejtenanta bylo tri syna ZT 341, v 
gorode bylo dve Sovetskix ulicy DS 43; U Varvary byli dva sußßestvennyx dosti- 
Zenija ZT 445). 


Structures with Oba, Obe. The quantifier oba (masculine and neuter), obe (femi- 
nine) is often lumped together with the cardinal dva, dve not only because both 
distinguish gender (dva / oba stola, dve / obe knigi) or refer to two objects, but 
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also because it is assumed, and sometimes even explicitly stated, ! ? that the syn- 
tax of these two pairs is identical. This is far from being the case. There are, 
in fact, many more features which oppose dva to oba than there are which join 
them. Dva and oba are joined primarily by the fact that they can both combine 
with genitive singular substantives. !8 Further, they both distinguish animation — 
non-animation in the accusative (dva / oba studenta prišli // Ja videl dvux / oboía 
8tudentov), can combine with verbs in the plural (dva / oba studenta sideli), and 
can combine with qualitative adjectives in NA S combinations (dva / oba xoro&ix 
8tudenta). An interesting fact is that neither dva nor oba can be modified by the 
pronominal adjective vse !?  (*vse dva stola, *vse oba stola), this apparently be- 
ing the only syntactic feature which opposes dva and oba to all higher numerals 
(cf. vse tri, Getyre stola; vse pjat' stolov, etc.) and the only formal vestige of 
the category of duality. Some of the more important syntactic differences between 
dva and oba are: (1) oba can combine with the nominative plural pronoun oni, which 
dva cannot (oni oba prišli, but *oni dva prišli); (2) NS combinations with oba 
cannot be expanded by adding quantifying adjectives as can combinations with dva 
(pervye dva studenta but *pervye oba studenta); (3) oba cannot occur in general 
statements of existence as can dva (U nix bylo dva syna but *U nix bylo oba syna); 
(4) combinations with oba cannot be quantified to mean 'approximately' by revers- 
ing the word-order, as can combinations with dva (dva mesjaca / mesjaca dva but 
oba mesjaca / *mesjaca oba), nor can oba be substituted for dva in such expres- 
sions as dva mesjaca nazad; (5) oba cannot combine with neuter singular past tense 
verb forms in statements of the passage of time as can dva (dva mesjaca prosli / 
prošlo but oba mesjaca prošli / *prosio); (6) oba usually precedes the pronominal 
adjective èti whereas dva usually follows it (oba èti raznorodnye predprijatija 
DS 74, but èti dva raznorodnye predprijatija; cf. èti dva studenta but *dva èti 
8tudenta)?9; (7) oba is more autonomous than dva and is consequently used more 
often elliptically, without substantive (oba ne mogli govorit' DN 259); (8) the 
feminine obe is used more often than the feminine dve with the plurals rüki, 8ó8ki 
störony. 

Oba, obe can combine with non-pronominal substantives in the genitive singu- 


21 usual- 


lar (oba studenta, obe knigi) and with the nominative plural pronoun ont, 
ly preceding the former and following the latter, in combinations of types N S 
(oba brata, obe sestry) and pS Nor N pS (oni oba, oba ont). 


N S combinations can be expanded by adding a qualifying adjective (type NAS 
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oba vneànix posta DN 249, obe perednie noZki DS 72), the pronoun èti (types N A'S 
and A'N S, èti oba proisdestvija DS 260, oba èti tipa ZT 496), or both types of 
adjective together (oba èti raznorodnye predprijatija DS 74); combinations with 
oni cannot be expanded in this way. Combinations with both S and pS, however, 
can be expanded by apposition (types N S,P and pS N, P, oba brata, utomlénnye; ont 
oba utomlönnye). The case of adjectives and participles in both internal and ap- 
positive expansions follows the same rules as given for dva, dve (cf. p. 47 ff. 
above) .22 

Combinations with ont occur with either oba or obe, depending on the anteced- 
ent of oni; the masculine — feminine gender hierarchy of Russian is manifested in 
the use of oba when there is one masculine and one feminine antecedent. Such 
combinations are usually in the order pS N (oni oba sideli tak DN 259), but occa- 
sionally in the order N pS (oba oni grustno pokadali golovami ZT 489), whereas 
non-pronominal combinations are almost exclusively in the order NS (obe storony 
ostalis' na meste DN 263; cf. *storony obe ...). Combinations with the nominative 
oni can of course function only as subject of a sentence (Oni oba videli menja but 
Ja videl ix oboix), whereas combinations with non-pronominal substantives can 
function as subject (oba tela ležat nogam k jugo-zapadu DS 281), object (Panikov- 
8kij soedinil obe linti tret'ej ZT 435), or marginal modifier (vzjala ego za obe 
rukt DN 169, proletali po obe storony DS 224). 

When combinations of types N S and pS N function as subject, the verb is al- 
most always in the plural (Oba brata iskosa pogljadyvali na predsedatelja ZT 338, 
Oni oba na mig ostanovilis' ZT 550). Oba cannot be used in statements of age or 
general statements of existence (*Emu bylo oba goda, "U nego bylo oba syna); with 
Statements of the passage of time only the plural verb is possible (oba mesjaca 
prošli / *pro&lo). In pronominal combinations oba occasionally follows the verb, 
especially if there follows a second verb form subordinated to or coordinated with 
the first (Oni uspeli oba vernut'sja DN 45; tak oni sideli oba i mol&ali DN 56). 
Oba frequently occurs alone as subject of a sentence; in the rare cases where the 
prior context has not made clear the antecedents, an explanation can be inter- 


polated (Oba — i neznakomec, i kommisar — podymalis' DN 96). 


Poltora, Poltory. The quantifier poltora (masculine and neuter), poltory (femi- 
nine) "one and one half", often ignored in descriptions of the Russian numerals,?? 
is grouped with the non-plural quantifiers by the basic syntactic features of 


combining with genitive singular substantives and plural adjectives (pervyr pol- 
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tora kilometra, celyx poltory minuty). As is the case with 2, 3, 4, but not with 
oba, the word-order of combinations with poltora can be reversed to add the mean- 
ing 'approximately' (kilometra na poltora nize "about 1/2 km. lower"). Poltora is 
like the other fractions lA, 173 in that its syntactic structure is not repeated 
in compounds (poltora mesjaca but dvadeat' odin s polovinoj mesjac), but is unlike 
them in that it cannot combine with singularia tantum (tret' muki, but *poltory 
muki}. On a different level one also notes that, when the N S combination is 
placed in an environment requiring the genitive, the substantive combined with 
poltora can remain in the genitive singular, which is never the case with combina- 
tions containing 2, 3, 4 (tri časa / v tetenie tréx časov but poltora Sasa / v 
tečenie polutora časa); in other words, the opposition of nominative — accusative 
to all oblique cases does not obtain in combinations with poltora, which is there- 
fore much closer than 2, 3, 4, oba, etc., to the class of non-numeral substantives 
(me&ok muki, iz meška muki, etc., where the syntactic relation of the two substan- 
tives each to the other is quite independent of the relation of either one to out- 
Side units). Perhaps the most obvious specific feature of poltora, however, is 
that it combines almost exclusively with lexically quantifying substantives, 
whether temporal (poltora mesjaca, poltory minuty), spatial (poltora kilometra, 
poltory verety), or other (tolóok v poltory tonny vesom DS 67). Poltora occurs 
Particularly frequently with quantifiers expressing only the concept of quantity, 
uncomplicated by other concepts such as time, space, etc. — i.e., with numerals 
(desjatok, tyaja®a). Such combinations are themselves combined with a genitive 
plural substantive,-end therefore function exactly as compound numerals (8razu 
nacalo bit' desjatka poltora tjazelyx minometov DN 251, stdelt v kruäok desjatka 
poltora seden'kix staruüek DS 58?"; cf. trista dvadcat' Best! seden'kix starusek). 
Among the consequences of this inability of poltora to combine with other than 
quantifying substantives are the facts that, unlike 2, 3, 4 and oba, poltora can- 
not usually combine with animate substantives, and therefore cannot distinguish 
animation —non-animation in the accusative, as do 2, 3, 4, and oba (tri studentki 
/ tréx studentok but *poltory studentki25), and that combinations with poltora, 
like the pronominal combinations with oba (oni oba), can only rarely be expanded 
by non-quantifying adjectives; even such a typical qualifier as dobryj "good" can 
modify poltora only when presented as a quantifier with the meaning "full", "com- 
plete” (dobryx poltora kilometra, cf. celyx p. k.), see however Vy ukrali u menja 
liönix poltory minuty ZT 553. When combined with the “pure” quantifiers desjatok 
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tysjača, poltora does not admit any modifier (Pozadi, odna za drugoj, razorvalis' 
desjatka poltora min DN 175). With initial stress pöltora can combine with the 
genitive plurale tantum sutok (póltora sutok) 2°; this feature joins péltora to 


mnogo , dvoe, and opposes it to all other numeral and non-numeral substantives. 


Pol-. Combinations whose first element is the morpheme pol- and second element a 
substantive in the genitive singular have features which can be considered both 
morphologic and syntactic. Although usually represented graphically as a single 
word (polgoda, polbutylki, polslova),?’ these units have morphologic and syntactic 
features characteristic not of single words but of numeral combinations. This is 
apparent not only in the great freedom with which such combinations can be 
formed, ? but also in their declension, where the nominative —accusative is op- 
posed to a single oblique-case form (pol-goda / pol-u-goda like pol-tora-goda / 
pol-u-tora-goda?9?; cf. also gorok / soroka, sto / sta etc.), and particularly in 
their syntactic relation to other units. Units in pol-...-a (-y) in the nomina- 
tive-— accusative combine with plural adjectives (usually quantifiers or pronouns) 
in the nominative or genitive, just as do combinations with 2, 3, 4, etc. (kaZdye 
polčasa, celyx polgoda, èti polbutylki); here one sees a syntactic opposition of 
nominative — accusative to oblique cases, in which units with pol- combine with 
singular adjectives (posle 2togo polugoda, s 8toj polubutylkoj). The dual status 
of these units as word and as combination is underlined by the fact that they can 


be used in the plural (poludasy, polubutylki, etc.). 


Tret’, Cetvert'. The fractions tret' "l/", Zetvert' "lA" are peculiar in that 
they can function as numerals of the quantified category or as non-numeral quanti- 
fiers; in the one case they form combinations with the same syntactic features as 
combinations formed with 2, 8, 4, etc. (namely, genitive singular substantive and 
plural adjective), and in the other are in no way different from other fractions 
or adverbial quantifiers (vos 'mdéka, mnogo, skol'ko, etc.). They are unlike 
numerals in that they have a full set of plural forms (treti, tretej, etc.) and 
can themselves be modified by cardinal numerals (dve trett, tri Setverti); if the 
first unit of such two-numeral combinations is lower than the second, the combina- 
tion as such can combine with substantives in the genitive singular or plural (tri 
Setverti komnaty / tri Setverti komat, but *sem' tretej komnaty). Tret', čet- 
vert', and the non-quantified fractions such as vos'muBka, pjataja, etc., can, un- 
like all other numerals (2, 3, 4, 1/2, 5, dvoe, mogo, etc.), combine with both 


singular and plural genitive forms of the same substantive (tret' komnaty / tret' 
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komat) or adjectives (usually inanimate) used as substantives (Cetvert' stolovoj 
/ 8tolovyx). This vacillation between numeral and non-numeral status — or, more 
exactly, this simultaneous participation in two different systems, numeral and 
non-numeral — is reflected in the feminine / plural vacillation of adjectives and 
the feminine / neuter vacillation of past tense verbs combined with these fractions 
(dobryx / dobraja &etvert' Zas; ostalos' Betvert Basä / takiz soldat u nego byla 
tret' batal'ona DN 110), and in the stress vacillation detvert' Sasa / Setvert' 


éása. 


Conclusion. As has been made clear in the discussion of separate types of combi- 
nation above, the number of syntactic features which distinguish between various 
numeral and non-numeral substantives is large, and these features themselves are 
obviously of varying importance for purposes of classification. The classifica- 
tion of substantives into numerals and non-numerals,?Ó and within the numerals in- 
to plural and non-plural, quantified and non-quantified, has been made on the 
basis of the most important features, namely the number and case (i.e., the mark- 
ing or non-marking of quantity grammatically) of substantives and adjectives with 
which the substantives being classified can combine, regardless of the history of 
any particular numeral or numeral construction. The following table of syntactic 
features distinguishing among the numeral and non-numeral word classes, which is 
intended to be illustrative rather than exhaustive, demonstrates the not always 
obvious fact that there are many syntactic features which cut across the lines of 
usual classifications (including the one presented here), joining words of dif- 
ferent classes and making subdivisions within one or the other class. While this 
by no means invalidates the classification into syntactically determined groups, 
its importance must be emphasized,since it is probably just such as yet ungeneral- 
ized (or not yet disappeared) syntactic peculiarities, such unsystematized or con- 
tradictory features, which provide the starting point for the migration of words 
from one class to another, and ultimately for the decay of old and the rise of new 


syntactic categories. 


Table of Features. The abbreviation "Ccw" used in the list of features means "can 
combine with". The plus means "yes", the minus "no", and the parentheses "with 
certain restrictions" (most of which have been discussed in the text above). The 
zero means that the particular criterion is not applicable to the word in question 
(e.g., since the morpheme pol- is bound to the genitive singular substantive it 


combines with, the question cannot be put, whether or not a qualitative adjective 
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can be interspersed between N and S). The syntactic features themselves are 
grouped not in relation to each other, but in an order which brings out as clearly 
as possible the classes or groupings within the numeral class. Other groupings of 


these features would of course emphasize other similarities and differences. 


Ccw singular adjective. 

Ccw cardinal numeral. 

Ccw non-neut. sing. verb. . 

Ccw gen. sing. subst. (ex- 
cept singularia tantum). 

Ccw gen. plur. subst. . . . 

Ccw animate sing. subst. . . . 

Ccw non-quant. adj. (NAS).. 

Distinguishes animate-inanimate 
in the accusative (NS). . 

COW onis uo ow ROS woes 

Ccw quant. adj. (A'NS).. 

Ccw neut. sing. verb. . . . 

Wd. order reversible. . . . 

Ccw èti. . 

Ccw vee. . 

Ccw plural verb. . .. 

Ccw singularia tantum. 

Ccw pluralia tantum. . . . 


Same structure in compounds. 


Ccw end-stressed Xasá, 3aga. 
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FOOTNOTES 


l An asterisk will be used throughout this paper to indicate that a particular 
combination cannot occur. 


2 On the genitive case as a quantifier see R. Jakobson, "The Relationship be- 
tween Genitive and Plural in the Declension of Russian Nouns”, Scando-Slavica, 
III, p. 18l f., on aspect as quantifier idem, Shifters, Verbal Categories, and the 
Russian Verb (Harvard University, 1957), pp, 3-6. 


3 The peculiarities of numeral syntax, as was pointed out by V. V. Vinogradov, 
Russkij jazyk. GrammatiGeskoe učenie o slove (Moskva-Leningrad, 1947), pp. 296- 
297, are usually considered explainable only in terms of their historical develop- 
ment; cf. this point of view in A.M. PeSkovskij, Russkij sintaksis v nauénom 
osve&Óenii, 7th ed. (Moskva, 1956), p. 438, and more recently E. A. Zemskaja in 
Akademija Nauk SSSR, Grammatika russkogo jazyka, II, Sintaksis, 1 (Moskva, 1954), 
p. 343; this historical approach is particularly apparent in the only recent spe- 
cial study of the Russian numerals, Arne Gallis, "Tallordenes syntaks i russisk", 
Festschrift Olaf Broch (Oslo, 1947), p. 63 f. 


" See the discussion by R. Jakobson of marked and unmarked categories in "Zur 


Struktur des russischen Verbums", Charisteria Guilelmo Mathesio (Prague, 1932), 
and "Signe zéro", Mélanges Bally (Geneva, 1939); there is a summary of this dis- 
cussion in his Shifters, Verbal Categories ..., p. 5. 


3 In other functions the numeral is of course an adjective, agreeing in case 
with the modified substantive (okolo trex studentov, s tremja studentami, etc.); 
references to the numeral as a hybrid part of speech, e.g. by PeSkovskij, Russkij 
sintaksis, p. 437, are based on this functional distinction. 


6 It must be noted that the word odin "one", as was pointed out by Jury Serech, 
Probleme der Bildung des Zahlwortes als Redeteil in den slavischen Sprachen (Lund, 
1952), p. 56 et al., and despite the Academy Grammatika russkogo jazyka, II, 1, 
343, or more recently E. M. Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij jazyk 
(Moskva, 1957), pp. 295 f., is not a numeral at all: odin expresses neither plu- 
rality nor quantification lexically, but does express plurality grammatically 
(odni sideli, drugie stojali, etc.), and is therefore the very opposite of a 
numeral. 


7 In particular the suggestion, advanced among others by Vinogradov, Russkij 
jazyk, pp. 303-304, that combinations with fixed-stress feminines (tri bednye 
dévuski) are felt as plural; cf. also the exceptions in fn. 9 below. 


8 There is an interesting (and of course purely synchronic) type of syntactic 
vigesimality in the fact that structures of both non-plural categories (quanti- 
fied and non-quantified) repeat the unit structure only in the twenties and above: 
1, 21, 31, 41 ... (but not 11) student; 2, 22, 32, 42 ... (but not 12) studenta. 
In plural, however: 5, 15, 25, 35, 45 ... studentov. 


3 There are two series of stress-conditioned exceptions, both perhaps influenced 
by plural forms: (l) the end-stressed masculines in -/á/ (dva Xasá, Bagá, rjadä, 
marginally razá), perhaps connected with the nominative plural forms in -/ä/ (see 
N. van Wijk, "Der slavische Dual auf -a und der russische Nom.-Akk. Pl. Mask. auf 
-á", Indogermanische Forschungen, LI(1933), pp. 200 f.; the discussion of intona- 
tion is summarized by Serech, Probleme der Bildung des Zahlwortes, p. 56, f.n. 1, 
cf. further literature there), seem to be bound to the numeral (pervye dva dasa 
but dva pervyx isa; cf. the vacillation in Cetvert' časá / Getvert' Gasa); (2) 
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the initially-stressed feminines in -/i/ fall into two groups, (2a) two fixed 
forms with the preposition za and the quantifier obe (za obe rüki, za obe ščëki) 
and (2b) a slightly less restricted buthardly productive group of polnoglasie 
forms with original long rising intonation in the nom. sing., combined with the 
pronominal adjective vse and the numerals 3, 4 (vse tri pólosy, vse tri gólovy, vse 
Getyre stórony, cf. Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, 303); the form próstyni (Otdaj pračke 
vse tri próstyni) is probably from dial prostyn', not prostynja. For some of 
these examples I am indebted to Valerie Tumins, whose help I acknowledge with 
thanks. 


10 Serech, Probleme der Bildung des Zahlwortes, p. 56, correctly refutes the un- 
founded treatment by Saxmatov and others of these forms as other than genitive 
Singular; admitting the quantifying function of the genitive case makes it impos- 
sible to agree with Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, pp. 302-303, that the numerals 2, 
3, 4 are combined with "takoj formoj imeni suScestvitel'nogo, kotoraja ne naxodit 
semanticeskogo opravdanija v sisteme Zivyx padeZnyx form i funkcij suSCestvitel'- 
nyx". 


Il y. Tumins informs me that the nom. pl. occurs with (l) fem. animates (ftri 
starye gornidnye, Puškin), and (2) completely substantivized inanimates (tri pro- 
8tornye kladovye, but not *dve bol'Bie detskie), cf. Galkina-Fedoruk et al. Sovre- 
mennyj russkij jazyk, p. 304. 


1? Illustrative examples have been taken from: DN = Konstantin Simonov, Dni i 
noči (Moskva, 1951); DS = Il'ja Il'f and Evgenij Petrov, Dvenadcat' stul'ev (Moskva, 
1956); ZT = Il'f and Petrov, Zolotoj telenok (Moskva, 1956) (the latter two bound 
together). Other numeral combinations upon which this paper is based were taken 
from M. ZoSCenko, Povesti i rasskazy (New York, 1952); Konstantin Fedin, Pervye 
radosti (Moskva, 1946); K. A. Trenev, P'esy (= Izbrannye proizvedenija, II)(Moskva, 
1947); V. Dudincev, Ne xlebom edinym (Moskva, 1957). 


13 Arne Gallis, "Tallordenes syntaks i russisk", gives the following figures: 

with dva, oba nom. pl. 28, gen. pl. 36; with tri nom. pl. 10, gen. pl. 20; with 
&etyre nom. pl. 2, gen. pl. ll; no distinction is made between masc.-neut. and 

fem., and 40$ of the examples are from 19th c. literature or byliny. 


14 Temporal modifiers, etc. 

15 As stated or implied, for example, in the Academy Grammatika russkogo jazyka, 
II, 1, p. 343 n.; Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, p. 295 n., p. 302; A. A. Saxmatov, 
Sintaksia russkogo jazyka, § 582 (reprinted in Iz trudov A. A. Sarmatova po sovre- 
mennomu russkomu jazyku, Moskva, 1952, p. 128); Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremen- 
nyj russkij jazyk, p. 296, etc. 


16 The preponderance of plural verb forms in such combinations lends further sup- 
port to Vinogradov's refutation (Russkij jazyk, pp. 300 f.) of Saxmatov's view of 
the cardinal numerals as "syntactic adverbs", since the adverb — ceteris paribus — 
combines with neuter singular forms. 


17 For example, Paul Boyer and N. Spéranski, Manuel pour L'étude de la langue 
russe (Paris, 1951), p. 32 f.n. 


18 Even here there is no complete equality: the fem. obe has a greater tendency 
to combine with nom. plural substantives than has dve; see B. O. Unbegaun, Russian 
Grammar (Oxford, 1957), pp. 141-42. 


19 Exceptions occur with lexically quantifying substantives, usually in combina- 


tions containing èti, e.g. vse èti dva dnja. 
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20 is feature lends support to the interesting suggestion of Galkina-Fedoruk et 
al., Sovremennyj russkij jazyk, pp. 299-300, that oba, obe be considered a pro- 
noun. 


21 The fact that oba combines with a substantive not in the genitive supports the 
assertion of Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij jazyk, pp. 299-300, that 
oba is not a numeral at all; against this are the constructions with the genitive 
singular (oba stola etc.). 


22 If nom. pl. adjectives are somewhat more frequent with oba than with dva, this 
may be attributed to the fact that oba occurs more often than dva in combinations 
functioning as subject; cf. the figures for dva etc. on p. 48. 


23 For example by Gallis, "Tallordenes syntaks i russisk", and PeSkovskij, Rus- 
8kij sintaksis v naučnom osveßßenii. 


24 The reversed word order S N is usual in such combinations, and has the meaning 
"approximately"; desjatka poltora is opposed not to poltora desjatka but to pjat- 
nadeat', as the Fr. quinzaine / quinze. 


25 The only exception seems to be the idiomatic expression poltora Geloveka, "al- 
most nobody", called "kalamburnyj" by Galkina-Fedoruk et al., Sovremennyj russkij 
jazyk, p. 310. 


26 p. N. USakov, ed. Tolkovyj slovar' russkogo jazyka, III (Moskva, 1939), p. 542, 
gives the regular polftora as standard for the oblique cases (po prois8estvii 
polütora sutok), but Boyer and Spéranski, Manuel de Langue russe, p. 269, note 
that the colloquial language uses the invariable pöltora in all cases (ne men'še 
póltora sutok, proživi on pöltora sutkami bol'ée). 


27 here is a tendency to preserve graphically the independence of pol- in the 
hyphenated spellings before -Z and vowels (pol-lista, pol-oborota, etc.), see 
Ušakov, Tolkovyj slovar’, III, p. 510. 


28 Ušakov, Tolkovyj slovar', ibid. This freedom of formation, creating as it 
does a large productive class of words in masc.-neut. pol-...-a, fem. pol-...-y 
makes it difficult to agree with Vinogradov, Russkij jazyk, pp. 292-93, that the 
"okoncanija ~-a, -y... dlja sovremennogo jazykovogo soznanija v poltora — poltory 
grammatileski ne osmysleny"; given the series pol-stol-a, pol-kirpió-a, pol-Cas-a, 
pol-tor-a and pol-verst-y, pol-ruk-i, pol-sten-y, pol-tor-y, and granting that the 
origin of -tor- (<vbtor-) is no longer obvious for speakers, one might say that 
it is not the grammatical -a, -y, but rather the lexical -tor-, which is incompre- 
hensible. This morphologic parallelism is of course to some extent counterbal- 
anced by syntactic differences. 


23 The specifically numeral end-stress of časá, $agä etc. usually reverts to 
Gása, Bága in the genitive (polucása, poludäga) , although Boyer and Spéranski, 
Manuel de langue russe, p. 268, also note poluóéasá and even polficasa, cf. polfidnja. 


30 Space does not permit a syntactic examination of the degree to which the con- 
cept of quantity is extended throughout the lexical system of non-numeral substan- 
tives (e.g., the syntactic features of stol vs. medok etc.). 
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THE ROLE OF TRANSFORMATIONS IN THE DEFINITION 


OF SYNTAGMAS IN RUSSIAN AND OTHER SLAVIC LANGUAGES 


The structural varieties of sentence which can be observed in the Slavic lan- 
guages, like those of many other language families, obviously range from very sim- 
ple types (e.g., to mention only one widespread type in Slavic, the mononuclear 
verbal sentence like Polish B£yska 'There is lightning', Russian Morosit ‘It driz- 
zles', and Bulgarian Gürm [se] 'It thunders') to extraordinarily complex con- 
structions with nested series of subordinate clauses. Even the best of the tradi- 
tional syntactic descriptions, e.g. that of the Soviet Academy of Sciences,! have 
been concerned largely with cataloguing this variety of sentence types and some of 
their constituent elements, especially the word-combination. Lately, the term 
"taxonomic" has been applied to descriptions of this type,? although an accurate 
taxonomy would as a matter of fact seem to imply the existence of a far more con- 
sistent set of hierarchically organized classificatory criteria than these tradi- 
tional studies have generally manifested. Syntax often appears to be an ill- 
defined area floating midway between morphology and semantics, without any gener- 
ally accepted set of structural units or even any generally accepted terminology 
of its own. In the absence of genuine syntactic criteria for the classification 
of utterances and their constituents, such works as the Soviet Academy Grammar 
have recourse to criteria from the neighboring but only indirectly related realms 
of morphology and semantics.  Morphological details and vague semantic "relations" 
are treated as if they were the expression and content planes of the syntactic 
level of language, instead of the marginal (though not entirely irrelevant) areas 
they obviously are. The inadequacies of this kind of syntax have been discussed 
in some detail in another article;? here it need only be said that it is the con- 
cept of a syntactic SYSTEM that has been missing from most traditional studies. 

In our opinion, the transformational approach to syntax may help to uncover some 
of the systematic aspects of this linguistic level, i.e. it may help to delimit 
some of the structural entities and patterns of arrangement of the syntactic sys- 


tem itself. In the present paper, we shall attempt to show how this approach can 
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result in a revised definition of the syntagma. It is to be emphasized, however, 
that transformational syntax is only one approach among many, that it is still ver 
new and almost entirely in the realm of theory (that is, it has yet to be tested t« 
any appreciable extent on the concrete material of many languages), and that much 
time must still pass before its strengths and its weaknesses can finally be evalu- 
ated." 

There are quite disparate types of operation which have presented themselves 
under the label "transformation" in recent years, but all of them share the basic 
view that the syntax of any given language is to be seen as an internally coherent 
system which consists of a rather small inventory of basic units and a certain num 
ber of operations which can or must be performed upon these basic units (sometimes 
in a certain order, and sometimes recursively), in order to result in the extremel 
large number of actually occurring sentences. Just which units are to be taken as 
basic, and which types of operation are to be placed at which stages of the devel- 
oping structure, has yet to be decided,? but it seems clear already that the trans 
formational approach has given rise to a new and broader concept of syntactic form 
based on the hierarchical organization of sentence types and sentence constituents 
which goes beyond the often banal details of morphology without, however, losing 


6 Transformational de- 


itself in the still uncharted reaches of semantic space. 
scriptions of syntactic structures are also much closer to mathematical models tha 
the more traditional descriptions. There is, of course, no necessary advantage in 
a rapprochement of linguistics and mathematics, and the mere transposition of lin- 
guistic facts into symbols borrowed from mathematics obviously does nothing to 
deepen our understanding of these facts; there may, in fact, be some danger of 
oversimplifying and overlooking the enriching complexities of real language.’ The 
great advantage of such modeling is that it imposes a rigid internal consistency 
on whatever descriptive framework may have been adopted, and concentrates attentio 
on the structural relations among the various components of the system without be- 
ing distracted by irrelevant factors from levels other than the one under consider 
ation. It goes without saying that there will always be problems connected with 
the interpretation of such symbolic models, problems, that is, of correlating the 
coherent but abstract model with the real but sometimes incoherent facts of living 
speech. ® In the remainder of this paper, we shall investigate one type of model 
which can be abstracted from the linguistics units arising in the course of a 


transformational grammar, namely SYNTACTIC PARADIGMS. Syntactic paradigms arise 
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in the course of the generation of sentences, both in the process of filling in the 
final symbols of a phrase structure tree with specific morphemes (e.g., in the pro- 
cess of converting the structural framework "Nounnominative + Verb£inite" to the 
actual sentence Solnce vsxodit in Russian), and in the process of transforming one 
type of string to another (e.g., in Russian, On genij + On slyvet geniem). Syntac- 
tic paradigms consist of either the correlated results of alternative choices at 
Some node in the phrase structure tree (solnce vsxodit ~ solnce vexodilo) or the 
correlated set consisting of an original unit and the result of some operation per- 
formed on this unit (burja unesla Lodku ~ lodku wneslo burej). The syntactic para- 
digm is, then, some set of correlated syntactic structures which share certain 
lexical and grammatical morphemes, but which differ in at least one grammatical 
morpheme, and often in more essential ways. The simplest syntactic paradigms are 
little more than ordinary morphological paradigms in a given syntactically defined 
setting, but the more complicated syntactic paradigms show structural relations 
clearly beyond the realm of morphology. We shall look first at the simpler and 
then at the more complicated types of paradigmatic relationship, first as they are 
illustrated in certain frequent sentence types in the Slavic languages, and then in 
terms of more abstract models. These models will then be compared to the models 
which can be abstracted from the morphological level of language, and the general- 
izations resulting from the comparison of syntactic and morphological paradigms 


will be used to provide a suggested definition of the syntagma.? 


Simple Linear Paradigms. The simple linear paradigm, which as was just mentioned 
is really only a segment taken from a flexional paradigm and placed in a fixed syn- 
tactic setting, consists of the total of all possible replacements for some gram- 
matical symbol in the string of symbols representing a sentence, e.g. the choice of 
person in a pronominal object noun phrase as in Russian Student vidit nas ~% vas * 
ix, or of tense as in Ja pt&u ~ pisal ~ budu pisat' pis'mo. The simplicity or 
complexity of such paradigms obviously depends on the number of correlated opposi- 
tions of marked and unmarked sub-categories within the grammatical category in 
question; cf. the simple Russian tense system (past :: non-past, and within the 
latter inchoative :: non-inchoative)!Ó with the extraordinarily rich oppositional 
network of the same system in Bulgarian (sentences containing pfsa, pfíBer, pisüx, 
pisäl (elim), ptSel Cet), pisál bex, pisäl Leim) bil, šte pf&a, Ste sum pisäl, 
etc.).!! The variation in such simple linear paradigms takes place within some 


grammatical category, and includes concomitant shifts in agreeing forms (e.g., 
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Student 2itaet ~ Studenty Sitajut), but it does not involve anything beyond this 
category itself, that is it does not involve any of the rules governing the other 
forms, and the arrangments thereof, within the paradigm. The following are exam- 


ples of such simple linear paradigms: 


Russian Polish 
Ja ego videl My ego videli Widziatem go Widaieli$m, go 
Ty ego videl Vy ego videli Widziates go Widzieliäcie go 
On ego videl Oni ego videli Widziat go Widzieli go 


In these simple examples, the paradigms vary horizontally in number and vertically 
in subject person. They could be made multidimensional by adding the variant tens 
or object person forms, but all such variation is strictly linear, i.e. all such 

variation is restricted to a particular grammatical category expressed by a partic 
ular word in a particular position within the sentence. Such variation is of lit- 
tle interest for the study of syntax, and is described here only in order to con- 


trast with the more complicated types of synparadigmatic variation below. 


Simple Non-Linear Paradigms. A somewhat more complicated type of syntactic para- 
digm obtains in cases where variation within a grammatical category of some given 
item has an effect reaching outside the given item, i.e. affects somehow the rules 
governing the structure of the paradigm itself. As a simple example, consider the 
singular half of the Serbocroatian paradigm corresponding to the Russian and Polis 


paradigms above: 


Serbocroatian 
Ja sam ga video 
Ti si ga video 
On ga je video (not "On je ga video) 
in which the paradigmatic variation in subject person is not linear, but affects 
the word-order rules as well. If the object pronoun is feminine rather than mas- 


culine, there obtains the even more complicated paradigm 


Ja sam je video 
Ti si je video 
On ju je video 
in which the shift from first or second person subject to third person requires nc 


only a reversal of word order, but also the form Ju rather than je of the feminine 
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object pronoun. In such cases, the paradigmatic relations are no longer purely 
morphological. Whereas, in the Polish paradigm above, the choice of the forms 
widziatem, widziates, widziat depended only upon the choice of lst, 2nd or 3d 
person subject, the choice of Serbocroatian je vs. ju cannot be made without taking 
syntactic factors into account: a symbol such as "3d person sing. fem. acc. pro- 
noun" must be rewritten as je in one set of syntactic environments (including Ti si 
... video), but as ju in another set of syntactic environments (including On ... je 
video). 

Another example of the difference between linear and non-linear syntactic par- 
adigms is furnished by the treatment of case in predicate nouns in Serbocroatian, 
Polish and Russian. This treatment will also serve to demonstrate the often ig- 
nored fact that exact correspondence of individual linguistic elements is by no 
means an indication of corresponding linguistic systems. If we consider first the 


Serbocroatian and Polish paradigms with variable tense 


Serbocroatian Polish 

On je profesor On jest profesorem 
On je bio profesor On byt profesorem 
On ĉe biti profesor On bedzie profesorem 


we note that these two languages are different in one respect, but alike in another 
and structurally more important respect. Serbocroatian requires the nominative 
case profesor in the predicate noun, the instrumental being archaic in such sen- 
tences of definition,!? whereas Polish requires the instrumental profesorem, the 
nominative being archaic except for definitions containing proper names and certain 
fixed expressions containing to.l? However, the synparadigmatic structures of 
these two languages are identical in this case, since, both in Polish and in Serbo- 
croatian, tense is an independent paradigmatic variable, a linear variable with no 
effect on the remainder of the sentence. An essentially different situation ob- 


tains in the corresponding Russian paradigm: 


Russian 
On professor 
On byl professorom 
On budet professorom!" 


Individual units (sentences) within the Russian paradigm correspond to individual 


units in both Serbocroatian and Polish paradigms (Russian On professor = Serbo- 
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croatian On je profesor, whereas the past On byl professorom = Polish On byt 
profesorem), but the paradigmatic structure of Russian is basically different from 
that of the other two languages taken together, since tense in Russian is not an 
independent linear variable, but an interdependent variable, i.e. a category, vari 
ation within which affects rules outside of the form in which the category itself 
is expressed, namely the rules for case in the predicate noun: the same rule which 
inserts a past tense morpheme into the basic sentence On professor must also permi 
a facultative change of nominative to instrumental.!? We have, then, an instance 
where the syntactic structure of Russian differs in an essential way from that of 
Polish and Serbocroatian together; this syntactic structure is evident only in the 
syntactic paradigm, and exists quite independently of whether, in the individual 
sentences comprising the paradigm, certain morphemes (nom. or instr. case) are the 
same or different in these languages. We shall see similar distinctions of syn- 


Paradigmatic structure in the complex paradigms below. 


Complex Paradigma. The simple paradigms examined above were all alike in one way; 
variation within the paradigm was restricted to grammatical categories expressed 
in every member of the paradigmatic set. Further, all the above paradigms con- 
Sisted of fixed lexical sets, i.e. no unit in a paradigm contained any lexical 
morpheme not found in every other unit of the same paradigm. These simple para- 
digms are generated within the phrase structure component of a grammar, coupled 
perhaps with certain elementary transformations (to account for word order and ju 
in the Serbocroatian sentence On ju je video and similar cases). More complicated 
transformations will obviously generate more complicated sets of correlated sen- 
tences and hence more complicated syntactic paradigms. We shall examine a simple 
and widespread type of double-base transformation (i.e.,a transformation which com 
bines two simple sentence structures into one more complicated structure) in Serbo 
croatian, Polish and Russian, attempt to define some of the similarities and dif- 
ferences among these languages in their complex synparadigmatic relations, and the 
point out one way in which the simple non-linear paradigms of Russian resemble the 
complex paradigms of all three languages. 

The grammars of many Slavic languages must contain rules for combining simple 
equation-like sentences of the type X = Y with a number of factitive and other 
verbs meaning 'make', 'consider', 'nominate', 'elect', etc. to produce sentences o 
the type 'Z considers (makes, elects, etc.) X = Y'. If we begin with such simple 


equation-like sentences as 'He is a teacher' and 'He is a substitute (replacement, 
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surrogate)', e.g. 
Serbocroatian On je učitelj (zamenik) 
Polish On jest nauczycielem (zastepcg) 
Russian On učitel’! (zamestitel') 


we shall have to posit in all three languages one double-base transformation which 
has the effect of making a "Shifter"! out of the predicative connection between X 


and Y, and the result of which are sentences meaning 'I consider X to be my Y',e.g. 


SCr. Smatram ga svojim učiteljem 

(or) Smatram ga za svog učitelja 

Pol. Ja go wazam za swojego nauczyciela 
Russ. Ja sčitaju ego svoim učitelem 


and another, more clearly factitive double-base transformation in which the action 
of Z itself creates the predicative connection between X and Y, e.g. sentences with 


the meaning ‘He named him (as) his surrogate’: 


SCr. On ga je proglasio svojim zamenikom 
(or) On ga je proglasio za svoga zamenika 
Pol. On go ogtosit swoim zastepeq 

Russ. On ob"javil ego svoim zamestiteleml? 


In Serbocroatian one and the same transformation will generate both the sentences 
with smatram and those with je proglasio; this transformation must permit a choice 
of either of the two constructions (instrumental, or za + accusative) in both 
cases. Polish, on the other hand, has polarized the functions of the instrumental 
and za + accusative: only the shifter wa3am requires a change in the structure of 
the predicate noun, whereas the factitive ogtost? preserves the instrumental of the 
original kernel On jest zastepeq; Polish therefor requires two distinct transforma- 
tions. Finally, Russian requires only one transformation to generate both the 
stitaju and the ob"javil sentences, and in this it is like S.-Cr.; on the other 
hand, Russian is obligatory in requiring the instrumental whereas S.-Cr. was, as we 
have seen, only facultative, and permitted za + accusative as well. Furthermore, 
the changes occasioned by the Russian transformation with säitaju and ob"javil are 
identical with those occasioned by the tense variation from unmarked present to 
marked past (byl) or inchoative (budet), whereas tense variation in Polish and 


Serbocroatian shows nothing in common with the smatram / uważam and proglasio / 
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ogtosit transformations in these languages. 
One can summarize in tabular form the synparadigmatic differences among these 


three Slavic languages: 


TABLE I 
Subject Pronoun!? Predicate Noun 
K: nom instr 
Kpast: nom instr 
Polish . 
F: acc instr 
S: acc za + acc 
K: nom nom 
Kpast: nom nom 
Serbocroatian . 
F: acc instr (or) za + acc 
S: acc instr (or) za + acc 
K: nom nom 
Kpast: nom instr 
Russian . 
F: acc instr 
S: acc instr 


K = kernel sentence, SCr. On je učitelj, etc.; Kpast = the same kernel in the past 
as discussed under "Simple non-linear paradigms" above; F = factitive transform, 


SCr. proglasiti, etc.; S = shifter, SCr. smatram, etc. 


It is clear from this table that the function of the instrumental is quite differ- 
ent in the three languages.!? In Polish, the instrumental simply marks the predi- 
cate, whether this predicate is in a present or past kernel, or in a factitive com 
plex transform; only the shifter-type complex requires that the instrumental becon 
za + accusative. In Serbocroatian, the instrumental carries a very low functional 
load, since it is used only facultatively, along with za + accusative, to mark con 
plex transforms of both types. In Russian, the function of the instrumental has 

been specialized in a very interesting way. It is often said that the instrumenta 
in Russian is developing as a mark of the predicate, but this is only partially 

true. There is no tendency to develop the instrumental in the direction of Polish 
i.e., for simple equation-like X - Y sentences to develop an instrumental predicat 
noun (e.g. "On studentom, etc.), but there is already a highly developed and spe- 
cialized function of the instrumental as the marker of what might be called a re- 


striction upon the validity of the predicative connection between X and Y. Russia 
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has, as a matter of fact, two distinct types of equation-like sentence: (1) an 
unmarked, unrestricted predicative equation X = Y, e.g. On student, Brat inZener, 
etc., and (2) a marked, restricted-validity predicative equation X (2)! Y, with Y 
at least facultatively and usually obligatorily in the instrumental, e.g. On byl 
studentom, Brat stal inXZenerom. The restriction or restricting element ( )* can 
be of several kinds (temporal, spatial, semi-modal) and arises in the course of 
both single-base and double-base transformations of an original unrestricted ker- 
nel of type X = Y. Following are brief illustrations of some of the principal 
types of ( )* restrictive transformations of X = Y predicative equations in Rus- 


sian: 
I. ( 3° restrictions in single-base transformations 


These are of three types, depending on whether the restricting element r is tempo- 
ral, spatial, or modal; a first rule would rewrite r as one of three subtypes 
temp’ Ispat' ‘mod’ and further rules would specify items from the lists of which 


samples are: 


A. Temporal restrictions. — ( )* is expressed by a marked tense form of byt’, 
by any form of such verbs as stat’, ostavat'sja, or combinations such as prodol- 
Zat' byt’, the primary meaning of which is temporal, or by one of the so-called 
adverbial modifiers like teper', snova, vse e&ée. 

Examples:29 On byl rebenkom, Otec stal voennym, Ja snova posudnikom na paro- 
xode "Perm'" (Gor'kij), Ved' on teper' u nee velikim vizirem (Turgenev), I budes' 
ty caricej mira (Lermontov), Ostavajeja polnoj xozjajkoj vsego, Sto ja imeju (Ler- 
montov), @tot kusodek perestanet byt' Rossiej i stanet nemeckoj zemlej (Simonov). 


B. Spatial restrictions. — ( )' is expressed by one of the so-called spatial 
adverbs or by a combination of preposition * substantive. These restrictions are 
less frequent than the temporal restrictions above. 

Examples: Ja starostoju ades' nad vodjanym narodom (Krylov), U menja mat' 
zdes' ucitel'nicej (Fedin), A u nadego soldata Adresatom belyj svet (Tvardovskij), 
On v štabe divizii svjazistom (Kazakevil). 


C. Modal restrictions. — ( )* is expressed by one of a number of semi-copula- 
tive verbs, the general meaning of which is to restrict the validity of the predi- 
cative connection between X and Y, e.g. slyt', prikidyvat'sja, kazat'sja, etc. 

Examples: On slyvet gor'kim p'janicej, Sperva on kazalsja otli.&nym studentom, 
On prikidyvaetsja bol'nym, Pes druXestva slyvet primerom s davnix dnej (Krylov). 
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There are a number of sentence types which by their external form appear to 
belong to this group, but which upon closer inspection appear to be passive trans- 
forms of the double-base restrictives in II. A. below, e.g. sentences of the type 
X delaetsja Y, nasyvaetsja Y, s&itaetsja Y, etc., which are transforms of sen- 
tences like 2 delaet X Y. 

Examples: Pod starost’ oni delajutsja libo mirnymi pome&Gikami, libo p'jani- 
cami (Lermontov), Rodinki na levoj ščeke poßitajutsja na Rust xudoj primetoj (Tur- 


genev), [gimnazijal školoj teper' naayvaetsja (Fedin). 
II. ( )T restrictions in double-base transformations 


There are two basic types of double-base transformation which generate predicative 
restrictions causing the predicative noun to go into the instrumental. The first 
type combines into one sentence two sentences with different subjects, and the 
second type combines into a single sentence two kernel sentences with the same 


subject. 


A. Double-subject transforme. -In transforms of this type the predicative re- 
striction is imposed from outside, as it were. The sentence containing ( )T, witr 
the instrumental predicate noun, is a combination of the simple unmarked predica- 
tive equation X = Y and a factitive sentence of the type Z makes (X = Y), 2 calls 
X Y, etc., containing verbs such as delat', zvat', nazyvat', a&@itat’, in which the 
object of the verb is not a single noun, but the first predicative kernel X = Y. 


Examples: My söitaem ego luéSim studentom, Tovarišči vybrali ego prezidentom 


organizacii, Professor naznačil ego svoim assistentom. 


As was mentioned above, the passive transforms of such sentences coincide in 
external form with the single-base modal sentences containing kazat'sja, etc., 
e.g., My sditaem ego xoroßim studentom + On scitaetsja (u nas) xorodim studentom, 
etc. Cf. also such passive participial transforms as Polkovnik roEden byl xvatom 


(Lermontov), Ja byl zapisan v Semenovekij polk serZantom (Pu&kin).?! 


B. Single-subject transforms. — In transforms of this type the predicative 
restriction arises from within, as it were; both kernels contain the same subject, 
and the effect of the combination of these kernels is to limit the validity of th: 
X = Y equation to the context in which this same X is subject of some action or ii 
some state. 

Examples: Ivan Zivet bednjakom, On uže poltora goda kak sidit voevodoj v Dub. 
ne (Gogol'), Cto, Akulina, niäßenkoj Zived'? (Gor'kij), Nikto ne roditsja geroem 
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(OSanin), My rasstalis' bol'Bimi prijateljami (Puškin), On ... priexal ottuda 
mLadáim lejtenantom (Simonov), U nego-to vot ja kuderom i ezdil (Turgenev), Do 
vojny on rabotal agentom po snabZeniju (Simonov). 

It should be clear from this cursory survey, which of course does not pretend 
to exhaust all types of predicative restriction in Russian, that unlike Polish and 
Serbocroatian, tense in Russian is only one of a complicated set of restrictions 
on the validity of the predicative connection of simple, equation-like kernel sen- 
tences. This structural difference between Russian on the one hand and Polish and 
Serbocroatian on the other hand could not have been derived from a comparison of 
individual sentences in these languages, but only from the paradigmatic sets which 
arise in the course of generating first the phrase structure and then the trans- 
formational component of the grammar . 22 

Before proceeding to examine the internal structure of some of the paradig- 
matic types discussed above, we shall look briefly at one other way in which a 
transformational grammar brings to light a difference in the syntactic structure 


of Russian and Polish. 


The Ordering of Rules. If a generative device in either syntax or morphology is 
required to produce actual sentences, suffixal derivatives, etc., then it will 
have to work on real material (kernel sentences, word~family heads, etc.) and ap- 
ply its rules to this material in a stated order. The order of application of 
grammatical rules may be either arbitrary or motivated. It is arbitrary if for 
any two rules R, S there is no difference in clarity or insight between the re- 
sults of applying the rules in the two orders R, S and S, R;?? it is motivated if 
one of these two orders permits some significant generalization or some new in- 
sight in the temporal or spatial planes (i.e., if this ordering helps to explain 
the historical development of a language or language group, or helps to establish 
typological relationships among the structures of various languages) . 2” As an 
example of motivated ordering of rules, consider the following case of word-forma- 
tion in Russian and Polish.?? 

As is well known, deverbative nouns in -anie, -enie can be formed in Polish 
from so-called reflexive verbs in sig as well as from non-reflexives, e.g. upomi- 
naó ‘admonish, warn' + upominanie, upominaé sie ‘claim, demand' + upominanie sie. 
In Russian, on the other hand, the corresponding deverbative nouns never occur 
with the suffix -8ja, -8'. Considering the Russian facts alone, it might at first 


seem that the deverbatives in -enie etc. simply represent a neutralization of the 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


00051582 


-70- 


opposition non-reflexive :: reflexive, e.g., that razmnoZenie is a deverbative of 
both razmoZit' and razmoZit'sja; n.b. that such nominalizations also either neu- 
tralize (in most cases) or lexicalize (rarely) the aspectual opposition of the 
parent verbs. If this were the case, the deverbative noun could be generated from 
both -sja and non-sja verbs, with a rule requiring that -sja be dropped whenever 
nominalization occurs. This solution is unsatisfactory, however, because there 
are many cases in which the deverbative is clearly correlated only with the non- 
reflexive verb, whereas the -sja verb has a specific meaning of its own (span'e, 
for example, is obviously a nominalization of spat’, and has little to do with the 
semantics of spat'sja). A somewhat more sophisticated approach might be to note 
that the non-sja verb is the unmarked member of the oppositional pair (e.g., raz- 
mnmoZit' is unmarked as to reflexivity, reciprocity, etc.) and, while it does not 
specify the category marked by -sja, it does not specify the absence of this cate- 
gory either; the deverbative would then simply remain unmarked as to the -sja cate 
gory, neither specifying nor denying its presence.?9 Although adequate for Rus- 
sian, this approach will obviously require a separate set of rules for Polish, 
where the sig :: non-sie opposition is maintained in the deverbative nouns (upomi- 
nanie :: upominanie sig, etc.). On the other hand, the rules for the formation of 
these deverbatives are so similar in Russian and Polish that it is obviously de- 
sirable to describe the facts of both languages in the same framework if possible. 
Such a description is in fact possible, providing that we permit the rules to oc- 
cur in different orders in the two languages. 

Nearly identical rules can be formulated for the generation of both reflexive 
verbs and deverbative nouns in Russian and Polish (such differences as exist are 
on the allomorphic level, e.g. the -8ja v -8' alternation in Russian, and do not 
affect the description in any significant way). These rules, which can be con- 
sidered either as parts of more elaborate transformations operating on entire 
strings, or as independent operations within the derivational apparatus, can be 
summarized as follows: Tnom is a nominalization transformation operative on verbs 
(finite or infinite, with or without the reflexive markers -sja/-a', sie) to pro- 
duce deverbative nouns in -anie, -enie, etc.; Tref is a reflexive or reciprocal?" 
transformation operating on verbs (only!) to produce derived verbs in -8ja, etc. 
There is no one order in which these rules can be applied to both Polish and Rus- 
sian without doing violence to one or the other language. The order (1) Thom, (2) 


Tref will generate the necessary forms in Russian (pisat’ + pisanie, pisat’ + 
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pisat'sja), but only some of the necessary forms in Polish (spotka& + spotkanie 
and spotkać + spotkać sie, but not spotkanie sig, since Tref must operate only on 
verbs in order to conform to the Russian facts). The opposite order, (1) Treg, 
(2) Thom will generate all the necessary Polish forms (spotka@ + spotkaé sie, 
spotkać + spotkanie, spotkać sie + spotkanie sig), but will also generate one 
spurious Russian form (pisat' + pisat'sja, pisat' + pisanie, pisat'sja + *pisanie- 
sja), since Thom operates on all verbs. Obviously, in order to give an accurate 
description of both languages, one must either change the rules themselves (speci- 
fying, for example, that Tref apply to both verbs and nouns in Polish but only to 
verbs in Russian), or specify the order (1) Tnom, (2) Tref for Russian but (1) 
Tref, (2) Thom for Polish. The former solution (changing the rules) permits only 
differentiation (the rules for Russian are different from those for Polish), 
whereas the latter solution (differently ordered rules) permits both generaliza- 
tion and differentiation (Russian and Polish have the same rules, but apply them 
in a different order). Since, in any case, the rules must obviously occur in some 
order in each language, the advantage gained by adopting the latter solution seems 
obvious. A description which provides for both significant generalization and ac- 
curate differentiation is of particular value for typological studies. 

After this slight digression concerning ordered rules, let us return to the 
discussion of syntactic paradigms and attempt to examine the structural relations 


which obtain within these paradigms. 


The Structure of Syntactic Paradigms. We have already looked at several examples 
of syntactic paradigm types, both simple and complex, and have pointed out that 
different types of paradigm arise at different points in a generative process. 
Each of these paradigm types is characterized by a certain internal structure, in- 
dependent of the particular classes of words by which it happens to be represented 
in any given instance. The internal structure of syntactic paradigms is very much 
like that of paradigms found on other linguistic levels, and this parallelism of 
paradigmatic structure can be used to help define the syntagma. In the remainder 
of this paper, we shall examine first the abstract structure of syntactic para- 
digms in terms of syntactic units (U), the forms (F) of which these units consist, 
and the grammatical categories (g) which are expressed by these forms. The struc- 
tures of these syntactic paradigms will be compared with those of morphological 
paradigms (both flexional and derivational). The conclusions drawn from the anal- 


ogies between the syntactic and morphological levels will then lead to a new 
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definition of the syntagma, or (more accurately) to a suggestion that the term 
"syntagma" itself be abandoned in favor of a more accurate set of terms. 

Any syntactic paradigm consists of some syntactically defined unit U (sen- 
tence, noun phrase, etc.), which is made up of a certain number of lower-level 
forms (words, word combinations, etc.) Fl, F?, ..., FP. Each of the units Fl etc. 
expresses one or more grammatical categories (tense, gender, number, aspect, etc.) 
g!, g?, er gh. 

The simplest type of syntactic paradigm is that in which variation is re- 
stricted to some single grammatical category 9 of one form F, within the limits o! 
the syntactically defined unit U. Such simple paradigms have the internal struc- 
ture: 

Paradigm type A-1 
U=... F (g)... 
e... F' AQ"). o.co 


e.g., with U = sentence, Russ. Student pil ~ Student vypil, Pol. Btyska ~ Biysnek 
or, with U = noun phrase within verb phrase, SCr. On nas vidi ~ On vas vidi ~ On 
th vidi, in which the variant category = aspect, tense, and person respectively. 
In the case of agreeing forms, a single category g will vary in both of two forms 
Fl, F?, as in 

Paradigm Type A-2 

Um... FP (6) ou Fi lg u 
Vu FL! (g') as F2? qg*) u 


e.g., Russ. Sobaka laet ~ Sobaki lajut. Despite the fact that such paradigms are 
defined in terms of the syntactic units within which variation occurs, they are 
almost exclusively of morphological interest, and are relevant to the study of syn- 
tax only as they provide a type of paradigmatic structure contrasting with the mor 
complicated types below. Somewhat more complicated is that type of paradigm in 
which variation in one grammatical category g! of some form F! requires either 
(B-1) concomitant variation in a different grammatical category g? of some other 
form F?, or (B-2) some rearrangement in the structural relationship of F! and F? 
(in, say, word order or intonation contour), but still within the limits imposed 


by the unit U. Such paradigms have the structure 


Paradigm Type B-1 
U=... Fl! (gl) ... F? (g?) ... 
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Es Fle (g!') M F2: (g?') en 


e.g., Russ. On pil čaj ~ On napileja čaju (variation in gl, non-quantitative + 
quantitative, requiring concomitant variation in g?, accusative > genitive case), 
or Pol. Widzę książkę ~ Nie widzę książki (gl: non-negative + negative, g?: acc. 


+ gen.), or (with word order change) 


Paradigm Type B-2 
Us... Fl (g!) ... F? (g?) ... 
... FÊ (g2) ... Fl! (gl!) ..., 


e.g., SCr. Ja sam ... (or) Ti si ga video ~ On ga je video (gl: 1st or 2nd + 3rd 
person, requiring reversal in order of enclitics) or Russ. Ja znaju studenta v Ja 
ego znaju (with pronominalization reversing the usual word order). A paradigm 
like SCr. Ja sam... (or) Ti si je video ~ On ju je video, in which the shift to 
3rd person subject requires both reversed word order and the form change je > ju 
in the fem. acc. enclitic, combines types B-l and B-2. Although paradigm types 
(A) and (B) differ from one another in some ways, they are identical in one im- 
portant respect, namely that no matter what kind of paradigmatic variation occurs, 
this variation takes place within the limits imposed by the structure of the syn- 
tactically defined unit U. A considerably more complicated type of paradigm 
structure obtains when the variation is not internal to (i.e., independent of) the 
unit U, but rather causes one type of unit U! to change to a different type U2. 

In such paradigms, the variation which obtains in the components Fl, g! etc. has 
an effect on the nature of the predefined unit U itself, thus creating a paradigm 
of paradigms or "hyperparadigm", of which the component parts are paradigms them- 
selves. Such hyperparadigms have the structure 


Paradigm Type C 
(Hyperparadigms ) 
Ul =... Fl (g!) ..., etc. 
U2 = ... F? (92) ..., etc. 


e.g., Russ. čitat’! knigu ~ Stenie knigi, kniznaja torgovlja ~ torgovlja knigami, 
etc. Type C paradigms arise in the course of transforming kernel sentences to 
more complicated types of sentence, and can themselves be of various degrees of 
complexity; cf. the paradigm formed by On prezident Akademii Nauk and ego prezi- 
dentom Akademii Nauk, as in Vybrali ego ..., Naznadili ego ..., etc. All such 


paradigms can be described precisely, in terms of the morphologically definable 
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changes undergone by their constituent parts. They are of many kinds, but they 
all share the common structural feature that their paradigmatic change is not in- 


ternal to some given unit, but involves changes in the nature of this unit itself. 


Morphological Parallels. The distinction which has just been discussed between 
syntactic paradigms internal to a given linguistic unit on the one hand (types A, 
B) and consisting of different units on the other hand (type C) finds a parallel 
on the morphological level, where there is a major qualitative difference between 
the paradigmatic types of the flexional system on the one hand and the deriva- 
tional system on the other. Syntactic paradigms of types A and B are very much 
like intraword or flexional paradigms (e.g., the paradigm of dom "house": dom + Ø, 
dom * a, dom * u, etc.), in which the given unit U (now morphologically defined, 
the word) remains constant and the forms comprising the individual instances of 
this word vary within the limits imposed by the paradigm type, i.e. within the 
limits of the noun declension, verb conjugation, etc. Syntactic units of type C, 
on the other hand, are comparable, mutatis mutandis, to interword or derivational 
paradigms (e.g., the paradigm of the word-family head or "hyperword" DOM "house": 
dom ~ domik ~ domi8Ge ~ domaBnij ~ domovyj ~ domovnióat' ~ doma ~ domoj, etc.), ir 
which the proportion of variant to invariant elements is greater than in the sim- 
ple flexional paradigm, and in which the (here, morphologically defined) linguis- 
tic units themselves (the U's) undergo change (in the examples just adduced, 
change from neutral to marked diminutive or augmentative noun, from noun to adjec- 
tive or adverb, from adjective to verb or noun), as the individual pre- and suf- 
fixal forms (the F's) comprising the individual paradigmatic elements are added, 
subtracted, or exchanged. In both the syntactic and the morphological paradigms 
there are some variant and some invariant elements, and all distinctions among th« 
various paradigm types in both morphology and syntax are made on the basis of 
those elements which remain invariant, and those which are variant,respectively. 
This high degree of parallelism between the internal structures of paradigms on 
the morphological and the syntactical levels makes it possible to use the clearer 
and better-known structural relations of the morphological level in order to de- 
fine the corresponding structural relations on the syntactic level. Furthermore, 
since the morphological level contains not one but several discrete linguistic 
units (allomorph, morpheme, word-form or "alloword", word, word-family or "hyper- 
word", etc.),2® it will not be surprising to discover that the syntactic level ta 


contains several distinct units; in other words, the concept of the syntagma as a 
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global term for any combination of items above the word level is too undifferen- 
tiated to describe this most complicated part of linguistic structure. 

Given the striking parallelism of paradigmatic structures on the morphologi- 
cal and syntactic levels, we might well expect to find one type of syntactic unit 
corresponding to the morphological word, and another corresponding to the word- 
family or hyperword. Such is indeed the case: the syntactic stratum contains both 
flexional and derivational syntagmas. To avoid any confusion with other uses of 
the term syntagma, of which there are many , 2? we shall take the liberty of intro- 
ducing a slightly different terminology here. The syntactic unit corresponding to 
the morphological word is the tagma. Just as the word is an abstraction derived 
from and serving as a label for the totality of individual word-form occurrences 
("allowords") of which its paradigm consists (e.g., the word dom "house" abstract- 
ed from the individual allowords dom + 6, dom + a, dom + u, dom + om, etc.), so is 
the tagma an abstraction derived from and serving as a label for the totality of 
the individual tagma-form occurrences ("allotagmas") of which its paradigm con- 
sists. The syntactic unit "Nominative noun subject + finite transitive verb + ac- 
cusative noun object", e.g. Student @itaet knigu, is a tagma abstracted from the 
totality of its individual allotagmas, some of which are (in the given case) Stu- 
denty &itajut knigu, Student čital knigu, Student proditaet knigu, etc. Just as 
the allowords doma (gen.), domu (dat.), etc. are contextually conditioned variants 
of the basic morphological unit, the word dom 'house', so are the allotagmas Stu- 
dent Sitaet knigu, Student budet čitat’ knigu, etc., contextually conditioned 
variants of the basic syntactic unit, the tagma, 30 Just as the word is abstracted 
from its paradigm of allowords without being identical with any one of the latter, 
so is the tagma abstracted from its paradigm of allotagmas without being identical 
with any one of the latter. Both the word and the tagma are paradigms of types A 
and B; they are the U's of which their individual paradigmatic occurrences are the 
F's. There are obviously many kinds of tagma, just as there are many kinds of 
word; the individual types of tagma are defined by their paradigms, as are the in- 
dividual types of word. Some tagmas, like the one just adduced, are sentences, 
others are not, e.g. noun + genitive noun, adjective (agreeing) + noun, etc. 

Both the word and the tagma are flexional paradigms, on the morphological and 
syntactic level respectively. They are relatively simple, and since there are no 
tagmic types which have not already been thoroughly discussed in traditional syn- 


tactic studies (as word-combinations and sentences), there is no need to enter 
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into further detail here. These flexional syntactic paradigms, or tagmas, have 
been adduced primarily in order to provide contrast with the other and more com- 
plicated syntactic paradigm, the derivational, which corresponds to the deriva- 
tional "nest" or word-family in morphology. The structure of these derivational 
paradigms on the syntactic level has, to our knowledge, hardly been mentioned in 
the literature.?! 

The word family or hyperword BELYJ 'white' is an abstraction derived from and 
serving as a label for the derivational paradigm of which the individual constitu- 
ent elements are the words belyj, belet', belet'sja, belit', belizna, belila, 
belil'S&ik, belil'nyj, etc., i.e. all the words derived from bel- which are syn- 
chronically and not merely etymologically related. Each of the individual items 
of which such a derivational paradigm consists is itself an entire flexional para- 
digm: the word belyj is a paradigm of allowords belyj, belogo, belom, belaja, 
etc.; the word belit' is a paradigm of allowords belju, beljat, belil, etc. The 
word-family thus represents a paradigm of paradigms or hyperparadigm on the mor- 
phological level. The corresponding unit on the syntactic level is the syntac- 
tically derivational paradigm (generated in the course of transforming kernel sen- 
tences into passives, nominals, etc.), i.e. the syntactic hyperparadigm or hyper- 
tagma. There are many kinds of hypertagma, just as there are many kinds of hyper- 
word (derivational family); as an illustrative example, consider the various 
transformations undergone by a simple kernel sentence such as 

(1) Studenty Gitajut knigu 
which consists of a substantive in the nominative, a finite verb agreeing with 
this substantive, and a second substantive in the accusative governed by the verb, 
i.e., 
Sl nom V Stace: 
The rules for Russian must contain a passive transformation which converts sen- 
tence (1) to sentence 
(2) Kniga Gitaetaja studentami 
S?nom Vsja Slinst 
Russian grammar also contains several types of nominalization transformation whict 
operate on the kernel (1) to produce nominal phrases of which the headwords are 
the same as or derivationally related to the items within (1): 
Tnom (S!) is a nominalization transformation "centered" on the subject of (1) 


which produces the nominal phrase 
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(3) SttajusSte knigu studenty 
Acy Stace S'nom 


Tnom (S?) is a nominalization transformation centered on the object of (1) which 


produces another nominal phrase of which the headword is s? 


(4) Gitaemaja studentam kniga 
Apass «wv Slinst S?nom 


Tnom (V) is a nominalization transformation centered on the verb of (1) which pro- 
duces a nominal phrase the headword of which is a deverbative substantive based on 
V of (1) 


(5) &tenie knigi studentami 
S? «y nom S?gen Slinst 


Finally, a nominalization transformation very much like Tnom (S!) will operate on 
the passive transform (2) to produce a nominal phrase centered on the first sub- 


stantive of this passive transform, namely 


(6) Sttajustajasja studentam kniga 
A «v Sl'inst S?nom 


Other transformations will generate such forms as, e.g., (6a) kniga, ditajuééajasja 
studentami, (3a) studenty, Čitajuščie knigu, (2b) kniga, kotoraja čitaetsja stu- 
dentami, (1b) studenty, kotorye &itajut knigu, (5c) kniga, &tenie kotoroj studen- 
tami, (5c') kniga, &'e tenie studentami, etc., etc. There is no space and no 
need to describe all such sentences and phrases in detail here. Each of these 
transforms is of course itself a tagma, with its own paradigm of allotagmas. It 
is important to insist on the fact that all these varied transforms share not only 
certain lexical morphemes, but also a common element of syntactic structure, name- 
ly the original syntactic structure of the kernel sentence, which can be summa- 
rized as the subject— verb— object relationship. This particular syntactic struc- 
ture is present in all the transforms which, taken together, form the hyperpara- 
digm of the kernel Studenty Gitajut knigu, in exactly the same way as the "white- 
ness" and "qualitativeness" of the hyperword BELYJ is present in all the indivi- 
dual words (belyj, belit’, etc.) which, taken together, form the morphological 
hyperparadigm of BELYJ. The concept of such syntactic structures as the subject — 
verb —object relation, which remains constant throughout such different tagmas as 


sentences (1) and (2), nominal phrases (3) - (6), etc., is an abstraction of a 
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higher degree than that which joins, say, the allotagmas Student Gitaet knigu, 

tudent čital knigu, Studenty Sitajut knigi, etc., into the single tagma Studenty 
&itajut knigu; similarly, on the morphological level, the concept of such morpho- 
logical structures as the hyperword (derivational nest, word-family) is an ab- 
straction of a higher degree than that which joins the various allowords čitaju, 
@itaed', Sitaet, etc., into a single word. It is the contention of this paper 
that a transformational grammar, which organizes such syntactic units as sentence 
and phrases into hierarchal order and specifies the structural relations among 
these units, offers the possibility of describing such higher-level abstractions 
on the syntactic level, and thus contributes to our understanding of the systema- 
tic aspects of syntactic structure. 

There remain, quite naturally, a great many problems connected both with the 
theoretical basis and the concrete application of the synparadigmatic concept out 
lined here. The foregoing paper has only touched upon certain selected problems, 
and suggested only a few of the possible applications of this method. The extent 
to which this method will prove useful cannot of course be predicted at this time 
This paper has been intended as a stimulus to further discussion of synparadig- 


matic structures. 
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FOOTNOTES 


l Akademija Nauk SSSR, Institut jazykoznanija, Gramatika russkogo jazyka, Tom 
II, Sintaksis, parts 1-2 (Moskva, 1954; 2nd ed. 1960). 


2 E.g., by N. Chomsky at the IXth International Congress of Linguists, Cam- 


bridge, Massachusetts, 1962; Chomsky's paper, "The logical basis of linguistic 
theory", will appear in the Proceedings of this Congress. 


3 D. S. Worth, "Transform analysis of Russian instrumental constructions", Word, 


XIV (1958), pp. 247-290 (Russian translation: "Transformacionnyj analiz konstruk- 
cij s tvoritel'nym padeZom v russkom jazyke", Novoe v lingvistike, vol. II, ed. V. 
A. Zvegincev, Moskva, 1962, pp. 637-683). This view is shared by F. Papp in 
"Transformacionnyj analiz russkix prisubstantivnyx konstrukcij s zavisimoj Cast'- 
ju- suSCestvitel'nym", Slavica (Debrecen, 1961), pp. 55-83; cf. also his shorter 
"Transformacionnyj analiz russkix prisubstantivnyx konstrukcij s zavisimoj Cast'- 
ju- suSCestvitel'nym v roditel'nom padeže", Studia slavica Academiae scientiarum 
Hungaricae, VII, 1-3 (1961), pp. 195-206. 


4 2 : i : 
Of the considerable literature which has accumulated on transformational 


theory in the past six years, one may note especially Noam Chomsky, Syntactic 
Structures ('s-Gravenhage, 1957); Zellig S. Harris, "Co-occurrence and transfor- 
mation in linguistic structure", Language, XXXIII (1957), pp. 283-340; Robert B. 
Lees, The grammar of English nominalizations (Bloomington, Ind., 1960); S. K. 
Saumjan, "NasuSCcnye zadaci strukturnoj lingvistiki", Izvestija AN SSSR, Otdel. 
lit. i jazyka, XXI (1962), 2, pp. 103-111; R. P. Stockwell, "The place of intona- 
tion in a generative grammar of English", Language, XXXVI (1960), pp. 360-367; 
Paul Schachter, review of Lees' Grammar of English nominalizations, in Interma- 
tional journal of American linguistics, XXVIII (1962), pp. 134-146; cf. also his 
"Kernel and nonkernel sentences in transformational grammar", to appear in the 
Proceedings of the IXth International Congress of Linguists; on recent work in 
the USSR see P. [A.] SLoboleva], "Konferencija po strukturnoj lingvistike, po- 
svjaSCennoj problemam transformacionnogo metoda", Isvestija AN SSSR, Otdel. lit. 
i jazyka, XXI (1962), 2, pp. 188-192; transformational grammar has been subjected 
to criticism by several eminent linguists, e.g., Roman Jakobson in "Boas' view of 
grammatical meaning", American Anthropologist, LXI (1959), 2, pp. 139-145; A. A. 
Hill, "Grammaticality", Word, XVII (1961), pp. 1-10; D. L. Bolinger, "Linguistic 
Science and linguistic engineering", Word, XVI (1960), pp. 374-391; cf. also his 
"Syntactic blends and other matters", Language, XXXVII (1961), pp. 366-381; Chom- 
Sky has replied to some of this criticism in "Some methodological remarks on 
generative grammar", Word, XVII (1961), pp. 219-239 (Russian translation, to- 
gether with that of Hill's "Grammaticality", in Voprosy jaaykoznanija, XI, 1962, 
No. 4, pp. 104-122). This brief list by no means exhausts the studies which have 
already appeared, and one may confidently expect a considerable increase in the 
flow of this literature in the next few years, since (according to the observa- 
tion of one scholar at the IXth International Congress of Linguists) "Transforma- 
tional grammar is like an iceberg; it is still nine-tenths out of sight". 


5 This problem is discussed with great insight by Paul Schachter in the two 
studies mentioned in fn. 4 above. 


6 The term is borrowed from Uriel Weinreich's witty and penetrating review 


(Word, XIV, 1958, pp. 346-366) of The measurement of meaning by C. Osgood, G. 
Suci and P. Tannenbaum (Urbana, Ill., 1957). 
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? Academician V. V. Vinogradov has often warned against such oversimplification, 


e.g. in his "Nekotorye zadaci izucenija sintaksisa prostogo predloZenija (Na mate- 
riale russkogo jazyka)", Voproay jazykoznanija, 1954, No. l, p. 14. 


8 The difficulties of correlating models with real speech have been discussed by 
I. I. Revzin, Modeli jazyka (Moskva, 1962), pp. 9 ff. 


3 Another type of paradigm which might profitably be investigated in a syntactic 
setting is that in which lexical rather than grammatical morphemes vary; one might 
expect the study of lexical paradigms to cast some light on the interrelations of 
lexical and grammatical systems, but this is a problem beyond the scope of this 
paper. 


10 For a different view of these oppositions, set within the system of aspectual 
oppositions, see Roman Jakobson, Shifters, verbal categories, and the Russian verb 
(Cambridge, Mass., 1957), esp. pp. 6-7. 


11 Me full paradigms are given in all standard grammars, e.g., L. Beaulieux 
Grammaire de la Langue bulgare, 2nd ed. (Paris, 1950). 


12 A. Schmaus, Lehrbuch der serbokroatischen Sprache (München-Beograd, 1961) pp. 
250-252. A rich historical and synchronic survey of the problem will be found in 
Milka Ivić, Značenja srpskoxrvatskog instrumentala i njixov razvoj (sintaksicko- 
semanticka studija) (= Srpska Akademija Nauka, Posebna izdanja, CCXXVII) (Beograd, 
1954); cf. esp. pp. 147-158. 


13 H. Grappin, Grammaire de la Langue polonaise (Paris, 1949), pp. 125-127. 


14 The instrumental is not absolutely obligatory in such cases in Russian, but 


its use in marked-tense forms is becoming more and more frequent. Those instances 
where the nominative is preserved are lexically conditioned (e.g., Ona byla Ameri- 
kanka), and can be accounted for by recursive rules to reestablish the nominative 
in special cases. 


15 The nominative and instrumental predicate nouns are discussed with many exam- 
ples in AN SSSR, Grammatika russkogo jazyka, II, 1, pp. 423-436. 


16 According to R. Jakobson, Shifters, ..., p. 2: "The general meaning of a 
shifter cannot be defined without a reference to the message." We use the term 
somewhat more loosely here, to mean that the predicative connection X = Y is pre- 
sented as valid only within the framework of the utterance with subject Z. 


17 These two types of transformation are given only as illustrative examples. A 
full description of predicative restrictions in the three languages would require 
more finely differentiated rules; cf. the more detailed discussion of Russian on 

pp. 67 ff. below, and of the individual verbs used with and without the instrumen- 
tal in Milka Ivić, Značenja srpskorrvatskog instrumentala ..., pp. 147-150. 


18 This original subject pronoun of course becomes an object pronoun in the 
transforms. 


19 The validity of these comments is of course limited to the sample structures 
discussed in this paper. For a many-sided discussion of the instrumental in 
Slavic, see S. B. Bernštejn, ed., Tvoritel'nyj padež% v slavjanskix jazykar (Mosk- 
va, 1958). 


20 some of the examples here and below are taken from AN SSSR, Grammatika russko- 
go jazyka, II, 1, pp. 427 ff. 


21 Examples from Grammatika russkogo jazyka, p. 483. 
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22 This statement may require some amplification, since the paradigms discussed 
in this paper could of course be assembled from the stock of known sentence types, 
without any appeal to generative grammar. The concept of the transformational and 
paradigmatic structure of syntax is, in fact, quite independent of the concept of 
generative grammar. The latter, however, imposes a hierarchical order on what 
would otherwise be an unordered set of interrelated sentence and phrase types. 
Whether the advantages inherent in such a hierarchical ordering will ultimately be 
found to outweigh the cumbersome mechanisms necessary to generate it remains to be 
seen. 


23 The importance of the economy criterion has been, in our opinion, greatly 
exaggerated in recent works. This criterion is in fact subordinate to a number 
of other criteria such as accuracy, clarity, insightfulness, etc. Economy should 
be a criterion only when all these other factors are equal; choosing a particular 
description only because it requires fewer descriptive statements may be not only 
irrelevant, but actually harmful, if it leads to obscurity rather than clarity. 


24 The possibility of significant generalization along the temporal and spatial 


axes is the most important criterion for choosing between alternative descriptions 
of a language where the alternatives are equally clear, accurate, and efficient 
internally. 


25 Since derivational morphology plays such an important role in derivational 
(transformational) syntax, it is not clear whether it should be considered simply 
one aspect of the syntactic process, or an independent generative system correlat- 
ed with the syntactic process. Cf. the stimulating discussion of these and other 
problems by S. K. Šaumjan, "NasuSÉnye zadaci strukturnoj lingvistiki", Iasvestija 
AN SSSR, Otdel. literatury i jazyka, XXI (1962), No. 2, p. 104 ff. 


26 Qn the neutralization of grammatical oppositions in Slavic see E. Stankiewicz, 
"Grammatical neutralization in Slavic expressive forms", Word, XVII (1961), pp. 
128-145. 


27 The actual range of meanings of this "reflexive" morpheme is both complicated 
and irrelevant to the present discussion. 


28 As a matter of fact, the morphemic and word levels are entirely distinct from 
each other, but the point need not be argued here. The author is now preparing a 
study of paradigmatic structures on the phonemic, morphemic, logic (^ word) and 
syntagmatic levels. 


29 cf. the discussion of many of these views in the article by V. V. Vinogradov, 
"Ponjatie sintagmy v sintaksise russkogo jazyka", Voprosy sintaksisa sovremennogo 
russkogo jazyka (sbornik statej) (Moskva, 1950), pp. 183-256. More recently, cf. 
the polemics of E. A. Sedel'nikov and R. F. MikuS' concerning Mikus' "syntagmatic 
theory" in Voprosy jasykoznanija, X (1961), No. 1, pp. 73-82, and XI (1962), No. 
2, pp. 117-120 and earlier issues. An interesting structural approach to the syn- 
tagma can be found in E. V. Paduceva and A. L. Sumilina, "Opisanie sintagm russko- 
go jazyka (V svjazi s postroeniem algoritma maSinnogo perevoda)", Voprosy jazyko- 
ananija, X (1961), No. 4, pp. 105-115. 


30 This and further examples will be given with specific lexical morphemes {stu- 
dent-, &@itaj-, etc.), but it should be understood that the syntactic paradigm is 
independent of these lexical items. In a more rigorous presentation the tagmas of 
which these paradigms consist would be described only in terms of the essential 
categories they manifest, e.g., in the present case, Noun (subject) nom, sing, masc 
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+ Verbfinite, pres, sing, 3rd pers + Noun (object)acc, sing, fem. 


31 s. K. Šaumjan, "Nasufönye zadaci strukturnoj lingvistiki", has insisted on the 
interrelations of morphological paradigms with syntactic generative procedures. 
Some discussions of so-called "syntactic synonyms", e.g. V. P. Suxotin, Sintaksi- 
Ceskaja sinonimika v sovremennom russkom literaturnom jazyke. Glagol'nye slovoso- 
detanija (Moskva, 1960), provide a certain amount of material which might be used 
in later, methodologically more rigid, investigations of syntactic paradigm types. 
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ON THE REPRESENTATION OF LINEAR RELATIONS IN 


GENERATIVE MODELS OF LANGUAGE 


Recent years have seen a rapid but uneven development of the linguistic 
theory known as generative grammar. This development, closely connected with the 
generally recognized need for further formalization of linguistic descriptions,! 
arose in the theoretical work of N. Chomsky and his followers.? The concept of 
generative grammar, incidentally, should be kept distinct from that of "transfor- 
mational analysis" or "transformational method." The frequent confusion of these 
two concepts is due to the fact that the term "transformation" is used differently 
by different authors. For Chomsky a transformation is that variety of rewrite 
rule that is applied after the generation of all so-called kernel sentences by 
means of immediate constituent rewrite rules.? For other authors, e.g. Zelig 


Harris" 


5 


or the "applicational generative model" of S. K. Saumjan and P. A. Sobo- 
leva," a transformation is a symbolically expressed morphosyntactic correspondence 
between similar sentences and phrases in a preexistent corpus. A closely related 
use of the term "transformation" is found in recent attempts to utilize the pos- 
sibility or impossibility of changing a phrase of one morphosyntactic structure 
into that of another in an attempt to ascertain the deeper syntactic relations 
(Hockett's "deep grammar") hidden beneath overt surface morphology ("surface 
grammar")." Finally, the presence vs. absence of particular types of correspon- 
dence among various languages (i.e., the possibility or impossibility of certain 


classes of "transformation," or significant differences in the morphological im- 
plementation of existing classes) can serve as the descriptive basis for typolog- 
ical confrontations. There are works which utilize transformations for more than 
one of these purposes.® As to the concept of generative grammar, it is used not 
only in syntactic studies themselves (in the work of Chomsky and others), but 
also in the description of word-formation? and inflexion,!® as well as in phonol- 
ogy and morphophonemics.!! It is therefore only natural to observe a degree of 


ambiguity in the use of both these terms. 
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The present article's purpose is not to define these terms more closely, im- 
portant as that would be. We shall restrict ourselves to the observation that a 
generative model of language on the one hand and a transformational description 
of syntactic phenomena on the other are in principle independent (though not mu- 
tually exclusive) concepts: a generative grammar can exist without transforma- 


tional rules, !2 


and there is no reason to restrict the concept of transformation- 
al relations to one of the components of a generative mechanism. In this article 
we shall leave aside the problems involved in the transformational description of 
language and consider one as yet inadequately studied question of generative 
models. This question arises in studying the relations between an abstract syn- 
tactic model and the latter's realization in a concrete speech act. 

It is obvious that human speech does not exist independently of time; in 
other words, any speech act occurs on a temporal axis (or, in written language, 
on a graphic analogue of this axis). It is equally obvious, however, that speech 
is not a simple linear chain of elements (words, sounds), but is a much more com- 
plex system of entities and relationships, many of which exist quite independently 
of the temporal or graphic sequence into which their surface components are ar- 
ranged. The basic relations between modifying and modified words (the "détermi- 
nant" and "déterminé" of the Geneva school) are not changed by linear rearrange- 


ment. For example, if one takes such paired sentences as 


t L^ t' t 
(la) On ljubit MaSu (1b) On MaSu 1jubit 
t t t t! 
(2a) Ivanov — dobryj čelovek (2b) Ivanov — Zelovek dobryj 
t t' t' t 
(3a) Ja pridu v Tetyre časa (3b) Ja pridu časa v Cetyre 


one observes two types of syntactic meaning. The first are basic, invariant in 
both members of each sentence pair, and are created and expressed in the concat- 
enation of t and t’; roughly, these are the relations of action and object in 
(1), of a quality and its bearer in (2), and of a quantity and the item quanti- 
fied in (3). These invariant relations are unchanged by the linear transposi- 
tions of t and t’. The second type of syntactic relation, unlike the first, is 
not an irremovable component of the very combination of t and f', but exists only 
as a potential opposition between a neutral word order, in which only the invari- 


ant relation of f and t’ is present, and a marked word order, in which some addi- 
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tional meaning is expressed: a certain intensification in (1), a predicative 
nuance in (2), approximation in (3). Syntactic meanings of the first, invariant 
type exist in the given pairs independently of the temporal axis, while those of 
the second (potential) type are conditioned by the existence of this axis and 
cannot be expressed without it. 

The distinction between temporal and extratemporal linguistic relations can- 
not simply be reduced to that between parole and langue, since it is easy to 
point to a whole series of coded relations (i.e., relations of langue, not of 
parole) which assume the temporal axis as a significant component of the lin- 
guistic system. It must be emphasized that the temporal axis helps express not 
only secondary, potential syntactic relations, but also some which are at the 
very center of sentence structure itself. Such, for example, are the subject — 
object relation in English, e.g. John loves Mary — Mary loves John (Russian too 
has classes in which word order ceases to be redundant and assumes a basic dis- 
tinctive function, e.g. Do&' ljubit mat' — Mat' ljubit do&').'3 among the less 
nuclear, although still extremely important syntactic meanings rendered by the 
linear order of sentence elements, one can point to the "topic" and "comment" in 
so-called functional sentence perspective!" and the relations among juxtaposed 
entities of various kinds in so-called "suprasyntactic" operations (negation, 
interrogation, emphasis; cf. Ivan ne pošel tuda — Ne Ivan poßel tuda).!5 we 
could also point to the role of phrase intonation in sentence formation in all 
languages, to the extraordinarily wide spectrum of syntactic nuances expressed by 
word order in Russian and related languages, not to mention suprasegmental phe- 
nomena of a morphological or phonological nature (French une femme sage — une 
sage-femme, the distinctive role of length in Czech or of rising/falling intona- 
tion in Serbocroatian, etc.). 

Even from this simple list it is clear that a descriptive model which fails 
to give a clear and complete account of linear phenomena cannot be adequate to 
the object described and must remain merely a simplified skeleton scheme of the 
extraordinarily complex and variegated linguistic organism. It turns out, how- 
ever, that it is no easy task to reflect both temporal and extratemporal phenom- 
ena in a single model. This task, as it appears, has not been solved in a com- 
pletely satisfactory manner in the generative models proposed so far. 

The unclear or inadequate treatment of linear, temporally conditioned lan- 


guage phenomena is evident, so to speak, in two dimensions. The first of these 
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is that of the separate sentence, in which the rules determining the linear order 
Of elements are mixed indiscriminately together with those which describe non- 
linear, extratemporal relations. The second is found in the almost total neglect 
of any phenomena whatsoever which do not fit into the framework of the separate 
sentence. 

The generative model first proposed by Chomsky, which is still the most 
widespread, inherited its treatment of linear relations from earlier descriptive 
schemes. While quite correctly pointing out the essential inadequacies of the 
immediate constituent model, 16 Chomsky nonetheless adopted it as the first por- 
tion of his transformational model, and adopted along with it the highly unde- 
Sirable (in our opinion) confusion of linear and non-linear rules. As is well- 
known, in the IC portion of a generative grammar (i.e., in that portion, in which 
sentence structure is defined in IC terms), entities are gradually broken down 
("rewritten") into smaller entities, beginning with the full sentence and ending 
with the ultimate morphological constituents of the kernel sentence, which can 
then either be subjected to further rules of the transformational component or be 
converted directly into phonetic units. The rewrite rules are required to follow 
each other in a given order, and simultaneous application of more than one rule is 
forbidden. In fact, however, the rules defining linear order are arbitrarily 
mixed in with non-linear rules from the very beginning. Thus, for example, in the 
rule £ + NP + VP (i.e., "sentence" is rewritten as "noun phrase plus verb phrase")] 
one is actually dealing not with one, but with two rules, and these rules are 
entirely different in their nature. The first of them talks about the fact that 
the sentence is a binary construction consisting of a nominal phrase and a verbal 
phrase, while the second says that the nominal phrase must necessarily precede 
the verbal phrase on the temporal axis. Similarly, the rule NP + A + N defines 
not only the fact that the noun phrase can consist of an adjective plus a noun, 
but also the fact that the first precedes the second. All IC rewrite rules of 
the form X + y + 2 are in fact dual in nature, determining not only the immediate 
constituents of a given construct, but also the linear arrangement of these con- 
stituents. Only there where the IC rewrite rules give rise to discontinuous con- 
Stituents does the transformational component contain special, purely linear 
rules, the function of which is to correct the patently inaccurate linear order 
generated by the IC component's X + y + 2 rules. For example, the English phrase 


have taken can be regarded as a combination of the discontinuous constituent 
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have...-en and the constituent take, but the rule which generates these constit- 
uents and has the general form X + y + z (V > Aux + V, i.e., "verb" is rewritten 
as "auxiliary verb plus verb") is clearly counterfactual, since it prescribes the 
linear order 4 + 2, although in fact z is located in the interior of y. Contra- 
dictions arising in this manner are eliminated by the special transformational 
rules, but this is really nothing more than a mechanical patching-up of the re- 
sults obtained from a poorly functioning mechanism. One may conclude that it 
would be better to repair the mechanism itself, all the more so because rules of 
the format X ^ y + 2 have additional essential weaknesses. 

In the first place, the linear order of the elements y and 2 can depend on 
factors external to the given sentence. This occurs when the "functional per- 
spective" of the sentence does not coincide with its syntactic division; compare 
Krovati stojali v ego kommate (one has previously spoken of some beds; cf. English 
The beds were in his room with the definite article the) and V ego kommate stojali 
krovati (one has previously spoken of the room; cf. English There vere beds in his 
room or His room contained beds). In belles-lettres, but also in unconstrained 
conversation, the order subject — verb — adverbial alternates with the orders 
A—S-—VorA—V —S etc. These structurally interrelated alternations in lin- 
ear order are not always easily amenable to precise scientific description, but 
it is nonetheless obvious that their linear sequence depends primarily on the 
Structure of previous sentences, i.e. on contextual factors which simply cannot 
be taken into account in rules of the type X + y + z. 

In the second place, the linear order of the elements y + 2 can depend on 
factors which are indeed internal to the given sentence, but which are as it were 
still "unknown" at that stage in the generative process, at which X is rewritten 
as y + Z. In Russian, for example, the order of subject and predicate elements 
depends in part on specific lexeme classes: compare Ivan prošel mimo doma ‘Ivan 
walked past the house' but Pro&la nedelja posle znakometva '[There] passed a week 
since [their] meeting’ (the first class contains lexemes like Ivan, poezd 'train', 
armija ..., the second, lexemes like nedelja, den' 'day', zima 'winter' ...). 

In Polish, French and other languages the linear order of combinations of 
substantive and modifying adjective can also depend on the specific choice of 
lexemes; compare Polish paszport dyplomatycany 'diplomatic passport' but dyplo- 
matycana odpowied& 'a diplomatic reply', French un homme fatigué ‘a tired man' but 


un bel homme ‘a handsome man', un crayon noir ‘a black pencil' but une notre 
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trahigon 'a foul betrayal', (de ses) propres mains ‘by his own hands' but des 
main propres 'by clean hands', etc. These and similar phrases, which have their 
origins both in the lexeme classes of their constituent elements and in various 
kinds of metaphoric and stylistic expressiveness, are all generated by the rule 
NP + A + N; those lexical factors which dictate the linear order of A and N 
appear only in later stages of the generative process, when A and N are rewritten 
into specific lexical items. At the NP + A + N stage there is no reason whatso- 
ever for assigning A and N either the order A N or the order N A. 18 

The situation is still more complex in the following case. In Polish a 
three-member combination consisting of a substantive, an adjective determining 
this substantive, and a second determining substantive in the genitive, has the 
order A N! N?, for example ekonomicane przyczyny wojny ‘economic causes of the 
war'. Such a phrase has the following IC structure (slightly simplified in the 
diagram), if it is divided as (ekonomiezne) (przyczyny wojny), i.e. if we have in 


mind just the economic, and not, say, the political origins of the war: 


np! 


P ism 


A 
: a SS N 
ekonomi ezne przyezyny wojny 


However, if the same combination is divided (ekonomiezne przyozyny) (wojny), i.e. 
is contrasted for example to the economic causes of the fall of Kievan Rus', then 


it will have the following IC structure: 


v "di i 
p | 


A N2 
ekonomi ezne prayezyny wojny 


It is irrelevant to our present purpose, which of the two structures is assigned 


to this phrase, since they both require rewrite rules of the form NP + A + NP, 
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NP > A +N, that is, rules which place A before N. But if there is no second 
substantive, the normal word order of Polish is N A, i.e. przycayny ekonomtezne; 
cf. krajowa produkeja samochodéw ‘regional (= national, not foreign) production 
of automobiles', but produkeja krajowa.!? Here the generative apparatus really 
shows its inadequacy: in the first of the two IC schemes above, when the orig- 
inal NP! is rewritten as A + NP?, the adjective is eo ipso placed first, as if 
the generative mechanism already knew that NP? would later give rise to the com- 
bination N! + N?, and not simply to a single N! (in which case the order would 
have to be W-+ A). In the case of the second IC schema above, we have the rule 
NP? + A + N (ekonomiczne przyczyny), although it is the opposite order N A which 
is normal for Polish in the absence of a second substantive (wojny). It follows 
that the rules for rewriting NP into N and A are mutually contradictory; one 
cannot describe the Polish facts without both NP + A + N and NP + N + A, and 
these rules are mutually exclusive. It is true that they could both be accom- 
modated in a single model, if one were to appeal to more complex contextual con- 
ditions, i.e. to rules of the type "X + y + z in the context Cl" and "X +2 + y 
in the context C?". Such rules are no rarity in generative grammar, but would be 
impossible in the given case: we would need a rule such as "WP + N + A in all 
contexts except that in which NP is one of the ICs of a prior NP, the other IC of 
which is also an NP (i.e., our second schema above), and this rule would give the 
correct order ekonomiezne przyczyny wojny. But if the second NP is also rewritten 
into a construct of adjective plus substantive, this very rule will generate, for 
example, the incorrect *ekonomiczne przyczyny Bwiatowej wojny instead of the correct 
ekonomicane prayczyny wojny wiatowej 'the economic causes of the world war'. 
Here again the problem is caused by the fact that the context which determines the 
linear order of y and 2 is still nonexistent at that stage, at which these y and 2 
are generated from x.20 

In all the above cases — and one could easily multiply them — the usual IC 
rewrite rules of the format X + y + 2 are simply incapable of representing ade- 
quately those factors which determine the linear order of elements. It is for 
this, and only this reason that it is undesirable to combine linear and non-linear 
operations into a single rule. There is no logical reason for restricting a rule 
to a single bit of information; this would lead to an absurd description with a 
vast number of rules, each of which would contain a minimal amount of information. 


On the contrary, if one has to choose between a description containing many petty 
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rules and one with fewer but richer rules, preference will obviously go to the 
latter, provided that the explanatory power of the two is equal. But in the case 
of our X ^ y + 2 rules this proviso is not met, since these rules are incapable 
of accounting for many essential facts of linguistic structure. 

It seems to us that in the given case it is better to increase the number 
of rules in the generative apparatus. In order to reflect more fully and accu- 
rately the role of the temporal axis in the expression of various syntactic re- 
lations, we would propose a minor change in the IC component of the generative 
model, namely the division of the IC component into two 
Cycles. 

The first cycle will contain only rules of the format X + y 2; 
these rules will define only the fact that X is a binary construct consisting of 
y and 2, without saying anything about the linear order of y and 2. The first 
cycle is complete when the entire phrase structure tree has come into existence 
and when the terminal word-class symbols (N, A, etc.) have been replaced by 
specific lexical classes. Only when all the morphological elements of the given 
tree are at hand does the second cycle begin. This cycle first applies 
to the results of the first rule of the preceding, first cycle. For example, if 
the first rule of the first cycle is £ + NP VP, then the first rule of the sec- 
ond cycle will operate on the string NP VP. The second cycle's function is to 
impose linear order on the non-linear combinations generated by the first cycle; 
its rules will have the form "If Cl, then y z > y + z", "If C, y 2 +z +y", i.e 
in one context the set y 2 is arranged in the order y + 2 and in another context, 
into the order 2 * y; the plus sign indicates the conversion of an extratemporal 
construct y 2 into a linear sequence y + Z or 2 * y. 

Since the second cycle begins only when the entire phrase structure tree has 
been generated and supplied with lexical classes, those factors which, although 
determining the order of y and 3, themselves appear only later in the generative 
process than the construct y 2 itself, can be utilized in assigning linear order 
to y and 3. In other words, a generative apparatus with two cycles in the IC com 
ponent can take into account all factors in the given sentence (and, for that 
matter, external to that sentence) which combine to determine the linear order of 
that sentence's elements (morphemes, words, phrases). 


Let us assume that the first cycle generates a very simple binary sentence: 
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l1 .1 E + NP VP 
.2 NP » N nom. case 
.3 VP + V past tense 
.1 den', moment, zima,... 
.2 poezd, bol', armija,... 


.5 V + proxodit', nastupat', naetat', ...?! 


The phrase structure tree of this sentence is given below, for rules 1.1-.3 
(further development depends on the choice of .4.1 vs. .4.2 and on further mor- 


phophonemic rules which are of no interest in the given context22): 


E 


"ui Bc 
PAX p 


nom. 


. 


past 


P. 


This tree represents only the IC structure of the given sentence but says nothing 
about the linear order in which these constituents are to be arranged. The second 


cycle would take a form like the following: 


2 .1 If 1.4.1, then NP VP + VP + NP 
: .2 If 1.4.2, then NP VP + NP + Vp 23 
[.2 VP NP + VP +... NP )?"* 
.3 N nom + N + nom 


.4 V past + V + past 


(after which follow the morphophonemic rules). Rules 2.1.) - 1.2, taking into 
account the contexts generated by rules 1.1.1 - 1.2, arrange NP and VP into 
linear orders such that, after the morphophonemic rules have been applied, one ob- 
tains the sentences Prošel den' ‘a day passed', Nastupil moment ‘the moment ar- 
rived', Nastala zima ‘winter set in', but Poezda prošli ‘the trains passed by’, 
Armija nastupila ‘the army attacked', etc.?? 


If the first cycle generates a somewhat more complex sentence such as 
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osetee 
. 


ZN wen 
OT VN N 
: 2 NM M EN 


and includes rule 1.4.1 (i.e. chooses the word-class containing den', moment, 
nedelja, ...), then the second cycle, in order to generate the correct word order 
in the sentences Ivan prošel mimo doma ‘Ivan passed by the house’ and Prošla ne- 
delja posle znakomstva 'A week passed since [their] acquaintance', will have to 
contain rule 2.1.1 (NP VP + VP + NP), generating the intermediate order *Prodla 
posle znakomatva nedelja, and the new rule 2.2 (VP NP + VP +... NP, i.e. "the 
prepositional construction moves right to the first major juncture"), which rule 
gives the correct order Prošla nedelja posle znakomstva. If in the first cycle 
rule 1.4.1 (poezd, armija, ...) had been chosen instead, then rules 2.1.1 and 2.2 
of the second cycle would generate, for example, Poezd prošel mimo polej. 

In the case of the Polish phrase ekonomiezne prayczyny wojny Bwiatovej linea: 
ordering is accomplished as follows. Starting from the following phrase structure 


tree (from which grammatical markers have been omitted): 


NT i 
"d P 


the second cycle will contain i.e. the following rules: 
2 .1 NP NP ^ NP + NP 
.2.1 If an NP is followed by another NP, A N of the first NP» A * N 
.2.2 If NP te not followed by another NP, A N of this NP +N+A 


which gives the correct phrase ekonomiczne przyczyny wojny wiatowej with the 
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order A + N in the first NP but N + A in the second; i.e., such an apparatus takes 
into account those real factors which condition the linear order of such phrases, 
and what is more, this is accomplished in an intuitively satisfactory manner. An 
actual speaker does not "generate" his sentence haphazardly, starting with some 
such abstraction as £ and unfolding it into lesser entities such as NP, VP, A, N 
etc. and only then choosing his specific lexical classes; the speaker knows per- 
fectly well in advance if not all, then at least most of the lexical units which 
will appear in his sentence, and he chooses just those grammatical frames which 
are needed for the already-chosen lexical units.?$ 

In order to give a complete and correct account of the linear order of ele- 
ments in all types of sentences, the second cycle of the phrase structure com- 
ponent will obviously have to contain a large and complex array of contextual 
rules, covering all the variegated lexico-grammatical factors which condition the 
arrangement of linguistic units along the temporal axis. The examples adduced 
here, of course, do not pretend to cover this variety, but have been chosen more 
or less at random in order to demonstrate the advantage of a model with two cycles 
of rules in the phrase structure component as compared to a model with a single, 
undifferentiated set cf rules. 

The two-cycle generative model, as we have tried to show, can account for 
linear ordering determined by factors anywhere in the phrase structure tree of 
the sentence. However, this is not enough: the second major flaw of existing 
generative models, as was mentioned earlier, is their inability to take into 
account factors outside of the bounds of the given sentence. In particular, the 
linear order of NP and VP in a given sentence can depend on what was discussed 
in the previous sentences. Such contextual factors can easily be formalized by 
rules of the type "If Cl, then y z > y + 2", that is, by rules of the second 
phrase structure cycle, provided only that one expands the generative model it- 
self to include not merely the isolated sentence, but some larger entity consist- 
ing of a series of consecutive sentences. In other words, the genera- 
tive model should take as its point o f 
departure not the isolated sentence, but 
the utterance. 

By "utterance" we understand some linguistic entity larger than the sentence, 
i.e. a string of sentences, a fragment of a text or an entire text, among the 


constituent sentences of which there obtain structured relations. There are 
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weighty arguments in favor of an utterance (rather than a sentence) grammar, for 
example its ability to explicate ellipsis, grammatical agreement between members 
of neighboring sentences, many particularities of artistically structured lan- 
guage (for example, poetry), and so forth. Space does not permit this view to be 
argued in the present article, so we shall restrict ourselves to a few general 
observations. 

An utterance generative model would have the form U > rl, 22, riy z”, i.e. 
the grammar describes an utterance consisting of a string of sentences, any one 
sentence I of which is subject to conditioning factors in the previous sentences 
el — gl (in rough paraphrase, what can be said in any given sentence depends in 
part on what has already been said); an utterance-level grammar is thus reminis- 
cent of a Markov chain.?7 

This means that in rules of the type "If C, then y z * y + z", C of a given 
sentence 27 can assume values specified in the sentences I7^!, r*^2, etc. To 
illustrate this, let us examine the third and fourth sentences of GonCarov's nove: 
Oblomov (numeration and italics are ours): 

(3) Mysl' guljala vol'noj pticej po licu, porxala v glazar, sadilas' na polu- 
otvorennye guby, prjatalae' v skladkax lba, potom sovsem propadala, i 
togda vo vsem lice teplilsja romyj svet bespeönosti "A thought moved 
like a free bird about his face, floated in his eyes, settled onto his 
half-open lips, hid itself in the folds of his brow, and began to fade 
out altogether, and then his whole face glowed with the calm light of on 


with no cares' 


(4) S lica bespetnost' perexodila v pozy vsego tela, date v skladki Blajroka 
'From his face this carefree look transferred itself into the posture of 


his entire body, and even into the folds of his dressing-gown' 


The fact that (4) contains the word order S lica bespeónost' perexodila ... 
(i.e., adverbial — subject — predicate) instead of the neutral order Bezpeénost' 
perexodila s lica ... (subject — predicate — adverbial) is obviously due to the 
lexical composition of (3): since (3) uses several units of the semantic field 
'face' (lico 'face', glaza 'eyes', guby 'lips', lob 'forehead'), the circumstan- 
tial adverbial 8 lica 'from the face' is clearly a theme ("topic" in Hockett's 
terminology) in relation to the other parts of (4), and as such must stand at the 


head of the sentence. Such facts of functional sentence perspective will be re- 
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flected in the second phrase structure cycle component of the model proposed 


here. The first cycle will generate the phrase structure tree (grammatical 


markers are again omitted): 


3 


N 
/ 


; PoS 
. NP NP 
bespeénost' perexodila 8 lica v pozy 


The second cycle will have to contain a general functional-sentence-perspective 
rule such as "If I: (z*)y + SF(Y*71), then y z ^ Ky... + z", that is, "If in the 
first IC cycle the phrase structure tree of a sentence £” contains a constituent 
rewritten as a word belonging to a semantic field represented in sentence en, 
then this constituent is moved to the leftmost major juncture. "28 In other words, 
in order to explain the linear order of elements in some given sentence (or, to 
put it more accurately, in order to provide some measure of the probability of a 
certain order) one must have recourse to information from the preceding sentences. 
It follows that every sentence of the string U + El, £2, ER I" must contain not 
only syntactic and grammatical information, but also a certain amount of purely 
lexical information, since the semantic content of one sentence influences the 
grammatical structure (word order, intonation, etc.) of the following sentence(s). 
To sum up: the model proposed here has the general form U + x}, 22, u p. 
Each sentence of U is described in a two-cycle phrase structure component, the 
first cycle of which generates all the constituents of the given sentence (includ- 
ing lexical classes) and the second of which arranges these constituents into the 
correct linear order, utilizing for this purpose information obtained from the 
first cycle of the given sentence and from first and second cycles of the pre- 
ceding sentence(s).?? Such a model, of course, still contains much that is un- 
clear or debatable (for example, the relation between the proposed second phrase- 


structure cycle and the transformational component). Nonetheless, one may hope 
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that the article has provided some material toward further discussion of the 


optimal form of generative models.* 
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FOOTNOTES 


1 See: ©. S. Axmanova and G. B. Mikaéljan, Sovremennye sintaksißeskie teorii, 
M., 1963, pp. 92-121. 


? Qn the theoretical bases of generative grammar see: N. Chomsky, Syntactic 
Structures, 's-Gravenhage, 1957 (a Russian translation may be found in the col- 
lection Novoe v lingvistike, II, M., 1962). See also: R. Liz (R. Lees), "Cto 
takoe transformacija?" VJa, 1961, 3, and the recently published book by E. Bach, 
An Introduction to Transformational Grammar, New York, 1964. 


3 Generally speaking, the question is somewhat more complex: one distinguishes 
between elementary and more complex transformations. Furthermore it is still far 
from settled.what kinds of sentence should be considered kernels. On this see 
the interesting report by P. Schachter delivered at the IX International Congress 
of Linguists: P. Schachter, "Kernel and Nonkernel Sentences in Transformational 
Grammar," Proceedings of the IX-th International Congress of Linguists, The Hague, 
1963. 


Ha des de Harris, "Co-occurrence and Transformation in Linguistic Structure," Lan- 


guage XXXIII, 3(1), 1957 (Russian translation in the collection Novoe v Lingvi- 
stike, II). 


5 S. K. Saumjan, P. A. Soboleva, Applikativnaja poroßdajußdaja model' i is&islenie 
transformactj v russkom jazyke, M., 1963. See also S. K. Saumjan, "PoroZdajuSéaja 
lingvisticeskaja model' na baze principa dvuxstupenZatosti," VJa, 1963, 2; P. A. 
Soboleva, "Opyt iscislenija transformacij na osnove teorii S. K. Saumjana o poro- 
Zdenii klassov slov v processe poroZdenija grammatiki," Problemy strukturnoj lín- 
gvistiki, M., 1963. 

$ C. F. Hockett, A Course in Modern Linguistics, New York, 1958, pp. 246-252. 

7 Qf these works we shall mention only some which relate to Slavic languages: 

M. Ivić, "Jedan problem slovenske sintagmatike osvetljen transformacionim metodom 
(gramatička uloga morfeme 8e u serbskoxrvatskom jeziku)," JF, XXV, 1961-1962; F. 
Pap, "Transformacionnyj analiz russkix prisubstantivnyx konstrukcij s zavisimoj 
Cast'ju — suffestvitel'nym," Slavica, 1, 1961 (a part of this work also appeared 
in Studia Slavica VII, 1-3, 1961; R. Ružička, "O transformacionnom opisanli tak 
nazyvaemyx bezlicnyx predloZenij v sovremennom russkom literaturnom jazyke," VJa, 
1963, 3; H. Walter, "Die Struktur der reflexiven Verben in der modernen bulgari- 
Schen Literatursprache," ZfS, VIII, 5, 1963; D. S. Worth, "Transform Analysis of 
Russian Instrumental Constructions," Word, XIV, 2-3, 1958 (Russian translation in 
the collection Novoe v lingvistike, II). 


8 See I. I. Revzin, "O ponjatijax odnorodnogo jazyka i jazyka s polnoj trans- 
formaciej (JaPT) i vozmoZnosti ix primenenija dlja strukturnoj tipologii," in the 
collection Strukturno-tipologiseskie issledovanija, M., 1962; A. V. Isatenko, 
"Transformacionnyj analiz kratkix i polnyx prilagatel'nyx," in the collection 
Issledovanija po strukturnoj tipologii, M., 1963; D. S. Worth, "The Role of Trans- 
formations in the Definition of Syntagmas in Russian and Other Slavic Languages," 
American Contributions to the V International Congress of Slavists, I, The Hague, 
1963. 


9 See: R. B. Lees, The Grammar of English Nominalizations, Bloomington, Indiana, 
1960; Z. M. Volockaja, "Ustanovlenie otnoSenija proizvodnosti meZdu slovami (opyt 
primenenija transformacionnogo metoda)," VJa, 1960, 3; P. A. Soboleva, "Opyt 


is ch \ 
Bayer!scha | Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 


Staats! Il inicthicg trom PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
too. i via free access 


00051582 


-98- 


iscislenija transformacij na osnove teorii S. K. Saumjana o poroZdenii klassov 
Slov v processe poroZdenija grammatiki." 


10 M. Halle, "O pravilax russkogo sprjaZenija (predvaritel'noe soob$Cenie)," 
American Contributions to the V International Congress of Slavists, I. 


!l M. Halle, The Sound Pattern of Russian, 's-Gravenhage, 1959 (See critique of 
this work: S. A. Ferguson, Language, XXXVIII, 3, 1962); , "Phonology in 
Generative Grammar," Word, XVIII, 1962; R. P. Stockwell, "The Place of Intonation 
in a Generative Grammar of English, Language, XXXVI, 3(1), 1960. 


1? E.g. S. K. Saumjan's "applicational" model. 


13 A. I. Smirnickij has keenly observed (Sintaksis anglijskogo jazyka, M., 1957, 
p. 65) that sentences exist in which semantic factors alone are sufficient to 
distinguish between subject and direct object even with complete grammatical homo- 
nymy and a reversed word order; see: Ogrommoe bogatstvo prinosit sneg, Mir budet 
2za’eétsSat’ ves' mir. This is true, however, only in a small number of cases. 
With the usual absence of semantic factors, the subject and object in sentences 
with grammatically homonymic forms can be distinguished only with the assistance 
of linear word order which, under such conditions, ceases to be redundant. 


l^ See: V. Mathesius, "O tak zvaném aktuálním členění vétném," Čeština a obeeng 
jaaykozpyt, Praha, 1947. Asurvey of the voluminous literature on this topic is given 
by O. A. Lapteva, Vda, 1963, 4. See also: P. L. Garvin, "Czechoslovakia," Cur 
rent Trends in Linguistics, I, Soviet and East European Linguistics, The Hague, 
1963, p. 502 ff. 


15 See: D. S. Worth, "Suprasyntactics," Proceedings of the IX International Con- 
gress of Linguists. 


16 N. Chomsky, "Three Models for the Description of Language," IRE Transactions 
on Informational Theory, JT-2, 1956; , Syntactic Structures, pp. 26-48. 


17 In this article the symbols following are used: EZ — sentence, NP — noun 
phrase, VP — verb phrase, N — noun, V — verb, A — adjective, P — preposition, U — 
utterance, SF — semantic field, IC — immediate constituents, AUX — auxiliary, C - 
context. 


18 [n English, which has been used as the basis for most work on ICs and genera- 
tive grammar, the order A + N just as NP + VP is, in almost all cases, the only 
one possible. This evidently explains the lack of attention given by several 
American researchers to the problem of mixing temporal and non-temporal factors i 
rules of the type X + y + 2. But this is a peculiarity of one language and shoul 
not determine the structure of the generative mechanism generally. 


19 mis and several other Polish examples have been taken from U®ebnik pol'skogo 
jazyka, by D. Vasilevskaja and S. Karolak (Warsaw, 1962), pp. 239-244. 


20 The root of the problem in these Polish examples is the compulsory binarity im 
posed on the material by the IC model. It is this compulsory binarity that pre- 
vents the phrase ekonomiczne przyczyny wojny from being divided into segments by 
the most neutral and unmarked method — in the form of two word combinations: 
ekonomiczne przyczyny and przyczyny wojny. In other words, the IC model princi- 
pally excludes the possibility of two endocentric word combinations having one 
and the same word as the main part. Such "welded" combinations are frequently 
encountered. About the weaknesses of a strictly dichotomous analysis see: R. E. 
Longacre, "String Constituent Analysis," Language, XXXVI, 1, 1960. 
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21 Class 4.1 contains substantives which have a temporal meaning; this class is 
structurally notable for the fact that words entering it can appear in the accu- 
sative case with intransitive verbs (on spal ves' den') and with transitive verbs 
which have a direct object (on Sitaet 2tu stat'ju uže celyj mesjac). Roughly 
speaking, all the remaining cases enter class .4.2. Verb class .5 contains those 
verbs which can be combined with substantives of both substantive classes, .4.1 
and .4.2. These classes are in need of much refinement and are given only as 
preliminary examples. In a significant number of cases separate lexical combina- 
tions turn out to be impossible or statistically extremely limited. 


22 However, these morphological rules should come into effect only after the sec- 
ond cycle, since the final phonetic arrangement of morphemes depends (in certain 
cases) on the linear arrangement of morphemes: cf: the French, un bel homme ^ 
un homme beau, Je l'ai donné à elle ~ Je lui l'ai donné and so on. 


23 Actually the situation is somewhat more complex. Rule 2.1 should also take 
into account the choice of a definite class of verbs in .5 (see Den’ klonilsja k 
vederu with the usual order NP + VP). However, the principle remains unchanged. 


2% The rules 2.3-2.4 are not so self-evident as might appear at first glance. If 
the VP develops not into a verb but into one of the words of the so-called cate- 
gory of state (CS), we obtain a tree such as: 


p p 

N b CS ade 

In this case, the second cycle will have to contain the rule "CS past tense ^-^ 
past tense + CS"; subsequently, morphonological rules rewrite past tense as bylo 
(just as this obtains in all VPs not containing the personal forms of the verb, 


cf: Nedego bylo delat’) in order to obtain, say, Ivanu bylo sku&no, Mne bylo 
rolodno and so on. For the format of rule 2.2, see p. 92 below. 


25 For the sake of simplicity, we have not taken into account aspect and number 
because they are irrelevant for our purpose. One should remember, too, that sep- 
arate lexical combinations can prove to be improbable (cf: Nastupilo trista let, 
Nastalo polminuty). There is the opinion that generative grammar must produce 
literally all the grammatical sentences of a given language and not one other; 
the capability of the model to generate clearly improbable sentences of the type 
Nastanet sem'sot pjat'desjat tri goda is considered proof of its defectiveness 
(see, for example: P. Lackowski, "Words as Grammatical Primes," Language, XXXIX, 
2, 1963. But such demands, as it seems to us, are not legitimate. There is a 
large number both of extraordinarily complex lexical and lexico-grammatical inter- 
actions and of the most diverse types of interplay of linguistic and non-linguis- 
tic situations, etc., which, all together, determine both separately and specif- 
ically the occurrence (or markedness) of a given syntactic combination. Because 
of these, it seems highly improbable that, in general, such a strong generative 
mechanism will ever exist which could generate all and only these specific com- 
binations. It is much more advisable and more realistic to demand that a struc- 
ture generate all the correct TYPES of sentence and only these types. 


26 None of the extant models correlates well with actual speech behavior, but one 
can speculate on the possibility of a psycho-sociological model of language and 
speech, in which all the factors of the speech situation, including the actual 
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developing utterance, might be (metaphorically) conceived as a television-screen 
image fed back to the speaker, who can alter or develop his particular perfor- 
mance within the limits imposed by a grammatical black box; in other words, a 
performance model would consist of a competence model plus a feedback device 
inputting speech-situation factors into the context-sensitive part of the com- 
petence model. 


27 It is curious that the linguistic model which looks like a Markov chain and is 
correctly described by Chomsky as the weakest model of the individual sentence 
(Syntaetic Structures, pp. 18-25) proves to be an extraordinarily strong model on 
the utterance level. 


28 This rule will also apply to the word bespeänost', also found in the previous 
sentence. But so long as the rule about regulating NP VP precedes the rule about 
regulating NP NP, the phrase 8 licea will still appear in the correct place at the 
very beginning of the sentence. 


?9 From this, it follows that the IC model by itself is not completely "connected 
to the phenotype level," as S. K. Saumjan writes ("O logi®eskom bazise lingvisti- 
českoj teorii," in the collection Problemy strukturnoj lingvistiki, p. 7). 


30 rn the article of E. Bach, "The Order of Elements in a Transformational Gram- 
mar of German," Language, XXXVIII, 3(1), 1962, the linear transposition of words 
engendered by functional sentence perspective is treated as a component of the 
transformational component of the grammar. 


* The author wishes to express his gratitude to O. S. Axmanova for reading the 
manuscript and making a number of valuable comments. 
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THE NOTION OF "STEM" IN RUSSIAN 


FLEXION AND DERIVATION 


It was Roman Jakobson who, in his seminal article on the Russian conjuga- 
tion, first introduced the notion of a 'basic stem' into the description of Slav- 


1 


ic flexional morphophonemics. This work not only gave rise to a series of de- 


rivative articles treating the conjugation systems of other Slavic languages,? 
but was also directly responsible for much of the subsequent development in gen- 
erative phonology, in the work of Morris Halle and others.? While the final 
evaluation of these new directions in morphophonemics remains a task for the 
future, there can be no doubt as to the fecundity of Jakobson's original obser- 
vations; it remains for others to extend these ideas and, as Pavle Ivié has re- 
cently put it, "to rectify the details and set the limits"." 

To date, these new developments in Slavic morphophonemics have been con- 
cerned almost exclusively with the flexional system, and specifically with the 
Slavic verb. Flexion, however, is but one part of the morphological system of a 
language, and can hardly be viewed in the proper perspective without reference to 
the derivational system. The view, advanced by Isacenko and others, that the 
study of derivation belongs in lexicology, not morphology ("Die Bildung neuer 
Wörter hat mit der Morphologie, welche die Bildung von Formen ein und desselben 
Wortes untersucht, nichts zu schaffen")? cannot be accepted.  Derivation, like 
flexion, treats the rules for concatenation of morphemes and studies the meaning 
and formal properties of the entities formed by such concatenation; the obvious 
fact that the structured relations of morphemes and combinations thereof are far 
more complicated, far less transparently evident on the derivational level than 
within the flexional system, can only be regarded as a challenge to the investi- 
gator, but not as a reason for relegating the study of word-formation to the 
lexicon. Stankiewicz is correct in stating that the "derivational and paradig- 
matic levels are both synchronically and diachronically in a state of interde- 
pendence, and [that] neither level can be fully understood without considering 


the ways in which it circumscribes and modifies the other". These interrelations 
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are overtly apparent in the migration of flexional forms into different parts of 
speech, that is in the 'derivationalization' of paradigmatic oppositions (domoj, 
krugóm, sduru, stolovaja, etc.), a phenomenon which is by no means of purely dia- 


chronic interest," 


and are also clear in the near-impossibility of classifying all 
formal changes in words as specifically flexional or specifically derivational 
(participles from verbs, affectionate diminutives from substantives, aspect deri- 
vation, etc.). Stankiewicz has described Sapir's and Trubetzkoy's views of this 
matter as "continuous" and "polar" respectively,? but it seems that neither the 
continuous nor the polar view can be supported adequately by the facts — or, to 
put it another way, the facts require a synthetic combination of these views. If, 
in fact, one examines all the morphological changes of Russian (i.e., all the 
changes classified as either flexional or derivational), it is clear that these 
changes can be described i.a. as a series of additions, subtractions and substi- 
tutions of grammatical categories and bundles thereof; the number and type of such 
categorial distinctions between two given forms provide a measure of what might 
be called the 'grammatical distance' between these two forms. The shortest gram- 
matical distance or most clearly flexional form change is the substitution of one 
member of a series of correlative sub-categories for another such member (e.g., 
substitution of dative for nominative etc. within the category of case, of second 
for third within the category of person), whereas the greatest grammatical dis- 
tance or most clearly derivational form change is that involving the maximum num- 
ber of substitutions of categories (e.g., the formation of verbs from substan- 
tives, involving the elimination of case, change of gender from inherent to syn- 
tactic and restricted occurrence thereof, addition of the categories of aspect, 
mood, voice, person, tense). The form changes of Russian, in other words, are 
neither spread over an indivisibly continuous scale from pure flexion to pure de- 
rivation (Sapir's view), nor do they fall, each of them, irrevocably into the 
flexional or into the derivational system (Trubetzkoy's view); rather, these form 
changes lie along a finite and objectively describable series of steps from least 
to greatest grammatical distance, from 'most flexional' to ‘most derivational' in 
terms of the traditional dichotomy, with each specific type of form change charac- 
terized by its specific constellation of categorial distinctions, that is local- 
ized at a specific point along the scale of grammatical distance and therefore 
standing in a specified relation both to the 'poles' of flexion and derivation and 


to the 'continuum' of other similarly localized types of morphological change.? 
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Furthermore, such a view not only helps to overcome the one-sidedness of both 
polar and continuous views, but also provides a more objective basis for drawing 
the line between flexion and derivation at a particular point along the scale of 
grammatical distance — since, after all, it is intuitively obvious (for the Slavic 
languages, at least) that we do indeed have two (partially overlapping) subsys- 
tems, flexional and derivational.  Derivation can be defined to include all form 
changes involving addition or substraction of inherent grammatical categories; 
flexion is then defined to include those form changes involving substitution of 
sub-categories or addition and subtraction of non-inherent, syntactic categories 
(e.g., the addition of syntactic gender involved in the change from non-past to 
past tense within the verb). By this criterion (which may, of course, be in need 
of further refinement) such form changes as aspect derivation (proditat' + proči- 
tyvat', nesti + nosit'), formation of participles (proditat' + proditannyj, lju- 
bit’ + Ljubimyj), of the comparative degree (daleko + dal'Be, bogatyj + bogatej- 
Sij), etc., will be unequivocally defined as flexional, whereas even such an ap- 
parently minimal form change as that of participle to adjective (ljubimyj t < lju- 
bit') + Ljubimyj adj.), involving as it does the loss of the category of aspect 
and the addition of that of comparison, must be classed as derivational. A spe- 
cial situation occurs in the case of form changes with zero grammatical distance, 
for example gradus ‘degree of temperature’ + gradusnik ‘thermometer’, kriknut' + 
vekriknut', etc., and particularly in expressive or (in broader terms) 'evalua- 
tive' derivation, both quantitative and qualitative (dom + domiàüce, belyj + belo- 
vatyj, belen'kij, tolknut' + tolkanut');!9 in such form changes, which would have 
to be considered flexional by the criterion of grammatical distance alone (and 
which are in fact so considered by some scholars), it may be necessary to intro- 
duce additional classificatory criteria (types of semantic shift involved in the 
change, differences in syntactic valence, restrictions on further derivations, 
etc.). The distinction between flexion and derivation provided by the criterion 
of grammatical distance coincides with that between simple and complex paradigms 
('paradigms' and 'hyperparadigms' respectively) on both morphological and syntac- 
tic levels.!! 

We shall regard derivation, then, as an integral part of the morphological 
system, whose relation to the flexional system is one not of autonomy but of in- 
terdependence. In what follows we shall examine the notion of 'stem' on both the 
flexional and the derivational levels, discuss some of the methodological problems 
which arise in the description of derivational morphology, and suggest a formalism 
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linking the derivational and flexional systems into a coherent whole. 

The interdependence of flexion and derivation must be viewed as hierarchal: 
the derivational system is anterior (in the synchronic sense) to the flexional 
system, since the stems with which the flexional system operates are to a large 
extent the end products of processes operating on the derivational level; flexion 
begins, so to speak, where derivation leaves off. The descriptive priority as- 
signed to derivation does not mean, however, that the morphophonemic entities 
(stem and affix representations, type and order of rules) on that level can be 
chosen without regard to those on the flexional level. Rather, these entities and 
processes must be chosen on both levels with an eye to the descriptive economy of 
the system as a whole.!? as a specific instance of derivational choices condi- 
tioned by factors on the flexional level, one could cite the redundancy of speci- 
fying sharping of paired consonants before morphophonemic {-e}}3 occurring in de- 
rivation (belyj + belet', mesto + meste@ko, etc.), since the same rule will be re- 
quired to account for the sharping of such consonants, e.g. before the {-e} of the 
loc. sing., on the flexional level. 

The meaning of the term 'stem' on the flexional level is fairly straightfor- 
ward. Any inflected word!" consists of a stem, a paradigm of endings, and a set 
of rules describing the phonetic consequences of combining the stem with each of 
the endings. Both the items and the processes of this type of description (i.e., 
the stems and endings on the one hand, the morphophonemic rules on the other) can 
be specified with varying degrees of explicitness and detail. The problem of just 
which facts to introduce at which points in a morphophonemic description, and the 
concomitant problem of the relative value of accuracy, specificity and economy in 
the several components of such a description (e.g., the value of simplification ir 
stem notation vs. simplification in the morphophonemic rules) has only recently 
been accorded serious attention, so that a few words contributed to this discus- 
sion may not be out of place. 

Traditional grammars of Russian, best exemplified by that of the Soviet Acad- 
emy,!? simply list paradigms in their graphic shapes (usually adding stress), 
without permitting any problems of phonetics vs. phonemics vs. morphophonemics, oi 
of stem notation as related to type and sequencing of rules, to appear at all; the 
word for 'ox' in the sing. appears as vol — volá — volů — volá — volóm — volé. 
Such a purely graphic recording of paradigms was looked down upon by phonemicists, 


who were fond of pointing out the priority of speech over writing and would have 
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prefered a higher degree of specificity, e.g., a phonemic transcription /völ — 
valá — valü — valá — valóm — val'é/. The phonemic view was unconcerned with pho- 
netic (allophonic) details of the type [vól — valá — val — valá — valóm — val'e], 
and equally and more importantly, unconcerned with the fact that certain phonemic 
phenomena were every bit as predictable as the subphonemic details (phonemically 
relevant but morphophonemically predictable reduction of vowels, sharping before 
[é], etc.). Only in the presence of a morphophonemic transcription giving stems 
and endings in a form understood to be conventional — that is, having phonetic 
significance only when subjected to a specified set of morphophonemic rules — 
(vol*élé — vol«á — vol*ü — vol*á — vol+ém — vol+é}, does it become evident that 
the old-fashioned graphic representation of flexion wasn't quite so prescientific 
after all — and this for the very good reason that the morphophonemic rules of the 
modern language operate on underlying forms which correspond more closely to the 
‘archaic’ Russian alphabet than to their own phonemic or phonetic surface repre- 
sentations in modern Russian.!? 

It is apparent that the further removed from phonetic reality the stem repre- 
sentation is, the greater will be the burden falling upon the morphophonemic 
rules, and the greater, too, will be the possibility of arranging these rules in 
a way which at least purports to bring out underlying regularities. Much recent 
work in generative phonology represents a search for significant generalization in 
that part of the morphological description which consists of statements of process 
(i.e., in the morphophonemic rules), accompanied by a somewhat light-hearted lack 
of concern for the reality of the items (stems and affixes) undergoing the proces- 
ses, 18 

Regardless of whether the stems and affixes are represented as strings of 
phonemes, morphophonemes, or incompletely specified distinctive feature statements 
(with the morphophonemic rules, correspondingly, describing phonemic alternation, 
selection, or further feature specification), the degree of phonetic specificity 
is higher in the forms resulting from the application of the rules than in the 
forms to which the rules are applied; in other words, all such descriptions have 
in common a stem represented by a string of symbols associated with a semantic 
constant (the 'meaning' of the word) but a phonetic variable, and a set of rules 
the function of which is to assign a series of highly restricted ranges of varia- 
tion to this initial variable (e.g., to assign a specifically restricted phonetic 


value to the stem in the presence of a certain shape of ending, etc.). One can 
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refer to this assignment of restricted ranges of phonetic variation as the 'fixa- 
tion’ of the initial variable, bearing in mind that the term ‘fixation’ is a con- 
venient oversimplification, since the code provides for considerable social and 
individual variation in the final phonetic realization of morphophonemic enti- 
ties.!? Fixation of phonetic variables can be observed in the stem {stol-} 'ta- 
ble', in which the final (-1-) represents a variable ranging over the values /1/ 
and /1'/, while the (-o-) of the same stem ranges over the phonemic /ó/ and /a/ 
and phonetic [6], [a] in flexion and [6], [a] and [s] in derivation (cf. stolovát"- 
8ja). Similarly, the {-#-} of the stem {bil#k-} 'bun' represents a variable rang- 
ing over the values [Ø] and [a] in flexion (in bülka and gen. pl. b&lok respec- 
tively) but fixed as [a] in derived words (b&loGka, gen. pl. bülodek). The second 
(e) of (bereg-) 'bank, shore' assumes the values [b] and [if] in flexion (béreg, 
nom. pl. beregá) and additionally [é] in derivation (priberéZ'e). 

The fact that the range of phonetic variation of a given initial morphopho- 
neme is not the same in the flexional and derivational systems gives rise to prob- 
lems of stem notation, and in particular to the problem of determining the appro- 
priate degree of phonetic specificity on various levels of representation. In the 
verb vesti, for example, a stem vowel (i) (as in (v'id-)) suffices to describe the 
present tense, infinitive and imperative ([v'i9dü] etc., [v'i9s't'f]), [v'iea'f] 
etc.20), but to include the past tense [v'öl] the stem must contain morphophonemic 
(o), i.e. (v'od-). If in addition we wish this stem to serve to generate the 
participial forms véd3ij etc. (and whether these are considered part of the flex- 
ion or derived forms is irrelevant to the present point), then the stem vowel mus! 
be specified only as + vocalic, — consonantal, — diffuse, and — compact, ?! but re- 
main unspecified as to tonality; in other words, this segment must be identified 
only as a mid vowel, without specification as front or back. Alternatively, one 
could specify (e) in the stem, and include a rule to the effect that —low tonality 
become * low tonality in the environment: ___ (past), but this would mean that thi 
initial stem no longer represents the actual range of variation occurring in the 
stem. 

A similar example can be taken from aspect formation, which as noted above i: 
closer to derivation than is tense variation. The initial consonantal segment of 
vesti (and its perfective derivatives provesti, uvestt etc.) is a sharped {v'-}, 
but if one wishes a single stem notation to serve to generate the non-determined 


vodit' (and provodit', uvodit' etc.), one must either specify that the sharped 
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{v'} become — sharp in the process of deriving vodit' from vesti etc. (thus ren- 
dering the original stem less than an adequate generalization), or one must leave 
the initial segment unspecified as to sharping, thus obtaining an underlying stem 
representation which does serve as an adequate generalization, covering the entire 
range of phonetic variation occurring in the morpheme, but which is then a higher 
degree of abstraction (since the underlying stem then corresponds to no single se- 
quence of phonemes actually occurring as the final representation of the morpheme) 
and throwing a larger burden on the morphophonemic rules, which will have to spe- 
Cify that the segment becomes — sharp in the case of vodit’ and + sharp in that 
of vesti. Generalization over the entire system is obtained at the cost of lesser 
specificity in at least some important parts of that system. 22 

Let us look now at the notion of stem as it might apply tö the derivational 
system. Most recent grammars simply present a derivational stem ('proizvodjaScaja 
osnova’) in its Cyrillic shape (with a concession to phonemic accuracy in the form 
of a Latin j for /j/), the addition of an affix to which produces a similarly 
transcribed derived stem ('proizvodnaja osnova') adequate to predict the flexional 
forms of the derived word.?? The affixes themselves are usually presented in the 
form of catalogues, as Stankiewicz has noted;?" the principal weakness of this ap- 
proach, however, is not that it is 'stem-oriented', i.e., concerned with the imme- 
diate constituent structure of stems (although a somewhat superficial IC view of 
derived stem structure does crop up now and then in the literature??), but rather 
that it makes no attempt to describe stems precisely, nor to distinguish between 
the 'stem' of a word in flexion (i.e., that unit necessary in order to predict the 
paradigmatic forms of the word) and the 'stem' of a word in derivation (i.e., that 
unit necessary to predict the shape of secondary, derived stems). Yet it is ob- 
vious that a coincidence of flexional and derivational stems, while by no means 
infrequent, is but a special (not the general) case. Thus, the same (ruk-) which 
serves to describe the flexional forms [ruká — ruk'{] etc. will also serve to de- 
scribe the derived {rüc#k-} and indirectly the latter's flexionai forms [rücka, 
rüfk'i, ..., rücCpk], etc., but the flexional stem of igra, {igr-} (cf. gen. pl. 
[fgr]), cannot serve to generate the derived stem [igör#k-} of the diminutive 
igörka, gen. pl. igórok; cf. also igórnyj and similar sets such as 1gl@, gen. pl. 
igl, derived igdlka, gen. pl. tgdlok. The flexional stem of bereg is (b'er'ig-], 
from which one can predict the paradigmatic forms [b'ér'bk, b'ér'bga], nom. pl. 


(b'br'i?gá], etc. and some but not all of the derivatives of this word (bereXók 
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and näbereZnaja, but not poberéz'e or bezbr&eänyj). The morphophonemic (-o-) of 
{v'os'#n-} will suffice to generate the flexion [v'i9sná], gen. pl. [v'ös'en], 
etc., and would serve to produce the derived adjective vesénnij, but cannot pos- 
sibly serve as a base for the adjective veanij = (v'éSn'-) (this last example 
poses the same morphophonemic problem as vestf — vél — vedfij, discussed above). 
As was the case with the examples taken from the flexional system above 
(vesti etc., vodit’), one can obtain generalization in the stem at the cost of 
lessened specificity in some parts of the system and/or greater complexity in the 
morphophonemic rules. To return to the family of bereg for an example: if one 
takes as a base not the ‘narrow' morphophonemic representation {b'er'ig-} (by 
'narrow' we mean a morphophonemic representation which approaches a phonemic 
transcription as closely as the paradigm allows; e.g., the second vowel is ren- 
dered as {i}, which suffices to generate the phonetic [b] and [i9] of béreg and 
beregá), but a 'broad' morphophonemic transcription such as {bereg-} (without spe- 
cification of vowel reduction or consonant sharping), will enable one to generate 
the derived words poberé3'e, berezök, näbereänaja (= (poberéz&j-),?9 {berez#k-}, 
(nábereZn-)), although still not the non-pleophonic bezbréZnyj. Leaving aside the 
problem of bezbréZnyj for the moment, what is gained by using the broader initial 
stem representation is a form of the morpheme which adequately represents the 
breadth of phonetic variety in which the morpheme appears; what is lost is the 
close correspondence between the morphophonemic representation of the stem and the 
actual phonetic shape of the word which is the base of the derivational nest or 
word-family. In a narrow stem representation, the stem (b'ér'ig) is closer to, 
say, nom. sing. /b'ér'ik/ = [b'ér'bk] than it is to the corresponding segment of 
the derived word pobereZ'e, namely /-b'ir'éZ-/ = (-b'ier'éz-]. Since pobereZ'e is 
derived from bereg, there is a strong intuitive reason for wishing the stem to re- 
semble the latter rather than the former, and for the change of the second stem 
vowel ((i) + (é)) to be considered part of the derivational process. A broad stem 
representation, on the other hand, e.g. {bereg-}, eliminates the explicit state- 
ment of the hierarchal relation between bereg and poberez%'e, since (bereg-} is no 


27 Furthermore, the broad stem representatior 


closer to the one than to the other. 
obscures the distinction between the rules operating on the flexional level (i.e., 
those which derive [b'ér'bk], [b'ér'5ga] etc. from {bereg-}) and those which oper- 
ate on the derivational level (deriving, e.g., {pobereZ#j-} from (bereg-)); for 


example, if stress is simply assigned to one syllable in deriving /b'ér'ik/ etc., 
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and to another in deriving /pab'ir'éZja/ (via {poberéZ#j-}, if one will), the 
function of stress shifts in derivation vs. those in flexion is, to say the least, 
difficult to determine (cf. the fact that stress shifts from stem to affix are 
frequent in both flexion and derivation, whereas shifts from one syllable of a 
stem to another syllable within the stem are frequent in derivation but exceed- 
ingly rare in flexion — and then are usually redundant, accompanying other types 
of stem change; cf. the stress shifts in the jotated plurals of masculine nouns, 
type kólos, gen. kólosa; plur. kolós'ja, gen. kolós'ev). 

It was noted above that an extremely broad stem representation, making use of 
distinctive feature notation, could provide a stem from which could be generated a 
larger number of derivatives than is possible with the traditional alphabetical 
morphophonemic representations. Even a maximally broad representation, however, 
cannot cover all cases; there remain several types of derivational process in 
which it is quite impossible to generate derived words out of the stems of the 
words from which they are derived. 

Many of the cases in which derived words show morphophonemic changes which 
cannot be predicted from any of the stem representations discussed so far have to 
do with vowel/zero alternations. The subject of vowel/zero alternations in deri- 
vation requires a special study; all we can do here is to sketch in some of the 
ways this alternation differs in derivation from its conduct in flexion. 

First, one has cases of the type igrä, gen. pl. igr, derived adjective igér- 
"yj, touched on above; cf. also baraxlé (no plur.), dimin. baraxólka; ikrá, gen. 
pl. ikr, derived ikörka, tkérnyj; tfkva, gen. pl. tykv, derived tfkovka, tfkovnyj 
(and tfkvennyj); slüzba, gen. pl. služb, derived sluZöbnyj, and many similar in- 
stances, Clearly, one has to do in such cases with stems containing, as it were, 
a 'derivational {#}' but not 'flexional (4)'. Just as the 'flexional {#}' must be 
marked as such, to distinguish it from [o] « (o) and from the absence of any 
morphophoneme (e.g., to distinguish the type platök, gen. platká from the type 
porök, gen. poróka on the one hand, and to distinguish the type sosnä, gen. pl. 
sösen from the type volná, gen. pl. voln on the other hand), so must the 'deriva- 
tional {#}' be marked in some explicit way, to distinguish the type slfizba, gen. 
pl. služb, derived sluzébnyj (cf. bézdna, gen. pl. bezdn, derived besdónnyj, in 
which the appearance not only of [ő] but also of the [d) is motivated only by the 
morphophonemics of derivation) from the type vérba, gen. pl. verb, derived vérb- 


nyj. An adequate representation of the stem must obviously distinguish among (1) 
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forms with no morphophonemic zero at all (type volnä), (2) forms with a morphopho- 
nemic (4) apparent in both flexion and derivation (type pésnja, gen. pl. pésen, 
derived pésennyj), (3) forms which manifest no {#} in their flexion, but which 
show such a vowel/zero morphophoneme in derivation (type Zgrá, igr but igórmnyj, 
slüzba, služb but sluzébnyj etc.), and (surprisingly enough) even (4) forms which 
show a (4) in flexion, but not in derivation (type mäslo, gen. pl. mäsel, adj. 
mäslenyj or &islö, gen. pl. čísel, adj. P&íslennyj, as opposed to those forms which 
also show (4) in flexion, but which retain it in the form of (e) in derivation, 
e.g. kréslo, gen. pl. krésel, adj. krésel'nyj, vesló, gen. pl. vésel, adj. vesél'- 
nyj).?? Towards the end of this article, we shall suggest a possible way to rep- 
resent these facts explicitly. 

Secondly, Russian contains a good many word-families in which the root mor- 
pheme alternates between pleophonic and non-pleophonic forms (béreg but bezbréz- 
nyj. molodój but mlad&ij, molokó but mléčnyj, etc.). The reasons for this are 
well-known, and need not concern us here. Such alternations cannot be specified 
on purely phonetic criteria (reflecting the East and South Slavic developments of 
*tort etc.), because of the existence of an equally large group of words with 
identical phonetic sequences (i.e., with the same phonetic structure as the re- 
flexes of old *tort etc. groups, but of different origin; the same rules which 
permit bezbréZnyj to be derived from béreg will also permit *bescremónnyj from 
ceremönija, those which generate ml&ßnyj from molokó will generate 'zlétnyj (!) 
from 2dloto, etc.). It is clear that the initial stem representation must distin- 
guish between those words which (when specific affixes are attached) permit only 
pleophonic derivatives of pleophonic stems (type besporódnyj), those which permit 
only non-pleophonic derivatives from pleophonic stems (type bezbréZnyj), and those 
which permit both types of derivation (besprer§unyj, besperergunyj) — plus, of 
course, the corresponding types of derivation from non-pleophonic stems. This 
question too would require special study before the proper combination of stem 
representation and morphophonemic rules could be devised; for the present, suffice 
it to say that it is clear that the stem representations will have to distinguish 
among these derivationally different types. 

The derivational alternations arising from the reflexes of liquid diphthongs 
are complicated by those originating in old grades of ablaut and those due to dif- 
ferent reflexes of the reduced vowels. In such cases, vocalic alternations are 


often accompanied by alternations in the sharping of consonants, e.g., {b'#j-} 
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[p'jü, b'éj] vs. (bój-), sobrát' / sobirát' / sobör, 8it' / B'ju / šej / Sov, 
etc.?? An accurate classification of these multifarious alternation types must 
await a more exhaustive collocation of word-families than is available at pres- 


ent; 30 


in any case, it is clear that the stem representations must distinguish be- 
tween apophonic and non-apophonic derivation (types bresti / brod and cvesti / evet). 

Finally, let us note in passing that there are word-families in which no one 
stem can be taken as the base for derivation without imposing upon the family a 
hierarchy unwarranted by the words themselves, for example the group makedönec = 
{makedintc-}, makedönka = (makedön#k-}, Makedönija = (makedón'ij-), makedönskij = 
{makedönsk-}; no one of these morphophonemic stems can be taken as the base to de- 
rive the other three without establishing a hierarchal order unjustified by the 
linguistic material.?! In such Cases, the derivational system must contain a stem 
such as (makedón-) from which all the given flexional stems can be generated (more 
on this below). 

The derivational types discussed in the preceding paragraphs should be ade- 
quate to demonstrate the thesis that it is by no means invariably possible to gen- 
erate the stems of derived words out of the stems best suited to represent the de- 
rivational bases (proizvodja$Cie osnovy) upon which they are formed. How, then, 
can one formalize the relation between derivational bases and the words derived 
therefrom? 

A provocative solution to this problem was proposed by Stankiewicz in 1962.3? 
In accord with his view (with which we can only agree) that flexion and derivation 
are two separate but interrelated systems, Stankiewicz proposes to set up two dis- 
tinct stems for each word-family, one for the base word and the other for the de- 
rivatives, all derivatives being treated as containing the same underlying stem. 
For example, to return to a word-family which has already figured in the discus- 
sion, Stankiewicz establishes a 'paradigmatic base form' for the word bereg, name- 
ly (b'ér'ig-) (n.b. the narrow morphophonemic transcription), and a separate 'de- 
rivational base form', apparently also inherent to the word bereg, namely {b'i- 
r'ég-), from which one can derive, e.g., poberéZ'e. Similarly, the word borodá 
'beard' has a paradigmatic base form (bórad-), and a derivational base (baród-) 
(cf. podboródok); the corresponding paradigmatic and derivational bases for veena 
'spring', désjat’ 'ten', igrä 'game' and iglä 'needle' are given as (v'os'in-) 
(cf. pl. véeny) and {v'is'An-} (cf. vesénnij), (d'és'it'-) and (d'is'át-) (cf. 
desjátyj), {igr-} and {ig#r-}, {igl-} and {ig#1-} respectively. Cases such as 
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otobrát' / otbirát' versus otbör are handled in similar fashion: {b#r-/b'ir-} ver- 
sus (bor-). In passing, one may note the gain in specificity obtained in such a 
representation of stems: in effect, aspect derivation utilizes a different set of 
alternations than does substantive derivation from verbs (here, (4/i) versus 
(4/5)). It must not be forgotten, however, that such specificity can be located 

in the morphophonemic rules just as well as in the stem representation. 

There is no doubt that Stankiewicz's two-stem proposal is a very interesting 
and fruitful one. However, when one attempts to use this type of description with 
a larger number of words, certain difficulties become apparent, and one is 
brought to the conclusion that the two-stem concept (one stem for the flexional 
system, another for the derivational system) is in need of certain refinements. 
Let us examine the two-stem system more closely. 

First, there remain the difficulties occasioned by derivations of the type 
béreg + bezbreänyj. slüZba + sluß&bnyj, the (makedón-) group, etc., all discussed 
above. One cannot establish a derivational base form {bréz-}, since this would 
account only for bezbreänyj and pribréZnyj, but not for beregovój, näbereänaja, 
priberé£nyj; to establish a set of more than one derivational base form would be 
a contradiction in terms. 

Secondly — leaving the non-pleophonic forms aside for the moment — one notes 
that a derivational base form such as Stankiewicz's (b'ir'ég-) is indeed better 
suited than the paradigmatic base form (b'ér'ig-) to generate poberé%'e, in which 
the stress falls on the second stem vowel, but it is in no way closer to the pho- 
netic shapes of several other derivatives than is the paradigmatic base form: de- 
rivatives like nábereZnaja = [náb'br'bZn-], zäberegi = [záb'br'bg'i], beregovój = 
[b'br'bg^v-] and bereZök = [b'br'i9Zók-] can be formed from the paradigmatic base 
(b'ér'ig-) just as easily as from the derivational base (b'ir'ég-). Similarly, 
either the paradigmatic (bórad-) or the derivational (baród-) will serve equally 
well to derive borodátyj, borodáó, borodástyj,etc. Neither {v'os'#n-} nor (v'i- 
s'Én-) will generate véÉnij, veänjäk, but either will do equally well for vesnjän- 
ka. In some cases, the results obtained by the two-stem system in a narrow tran- 
scription are paradoxical indeed. Thus, while it is true that only the derivational 
base form (d'is'át-) and not the paradigmatic (d'és'it-) will serve to generate 
desjätyj, either base will do equally well for desjaterik, desjatina etc., and it 
even turns out that only the PARADIGMATIC base will serve to DERIVE dösjatero, 
désjat'ju! 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


00051582 


-113- 


A less obvious inadequacy of the narrowly transcribed two-stem system is 
found in the fact that the degree of specificity in stem descriptions varies from 
stem to stem in an arbitrary manner. The paradigmatic bases are chosen to ap- 
proximate the phonemic composition of the base word as closely as the morphopho- 
nemics permit; this results in a quasi-phonemic transcription containing phonemes 
and morphophonemes, including such narrowly specified items as sharped consonants 
before {e} and such morphophonemic abstractions as (4). The derivational base 
forms, on the other hand, contain the same mixture of phonemic and morphophonemic 
symbols, but approximate the phonemic shapes of the derivatives as whose base 
they serve sometimes as closely as with the paradigmatic bases, sometimes much 
less closely. For example, to return to the family of bóreg, the derivational 
base form (b'ir'ég-) reflects the vocalism of /b'ir'igavój/ less closely than 
that of /pab'ir'é£ja/, and the derivational base {ig#1l-} contains a (94) necessary 
to generate igölka and igöl'nik but quite irrelevant to iglfstyj, iglovatyj, etc. 
The taxonomic advantages, such as they are, which accrue from the description of 
stems in a narrow quasi-phonemic manner (showing sharping before (e), rendering 
etymological and derivationally morphophonemic (e) by (i) if it doesn't happen to 
be stressed in the given word, etc.) tend to evaporate in the two-stem system 
with one single derivational base representing a whole group of derived words, to 
some of which it is closely connected phonemically, to others of which it is no 
more closely related than is the paradigmatic base form. 

A good many, but not all of the difficulties noted above would disappear if 
both the paradigmatic and the derivational base forms were given in a broader 
transcription. So, however, would the utility of the two-stem system (in most 
cases): the broadly transcribed stem of the word bereg is {bereg-}, which is 
identical to the broadly transcribed stem (bereg-) needed to generate poberé2'e, 
záberegi, beregovój, etc. Similarly, a single stem {v'os'#n-} will serve equally 
well as the paradigmatic base of vesná, gen. pl. vösen and as the derivational 
base of vesénnyj. The advantages of throwing a greater descriptive burden onto 
the morphophonemic rules (i.e., by leaving the specification of consonant sharp- 
ing and vowel reduction to the morphophonemics of flexion, after the derivation 
is complete — proceeding, in other words, from {bereg} to (poberéZ&j-) and only 
then to [peb'i9r'éZzjo], etc.) would seem to be clear, since the taxonomic advan- 
tages of narrow stem notation, although great in principle, proved largely illu- 


sory in practice, as was noted above. 
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All of this does not mean, however, that the two-stem system proposed by 
Stankiewicz must be abandoned. On the contrary, it is only a two-stem system 
which can account for facts of the type bereg/bezbreänyj, igra/igornyj, the make- 
don- cluster, bresti/brod, etc. That is, Stankiewicz is quite correct in assum- 
ing that an adequate description of the morphological system as a whole cannot 
avoid a notation specifying the processes which operate on the derivational level, 
and keeping these distinct from those operating on the flexional level. We shall 
accept, then, the system of flexional and derivational stems, and attempt to see 
how these two different values attached to the notion of 'stem' (one within the 
paradigmatic system, one within the derivational or hyperparadigmatic system) can 
be formally related. 

Even if all the disadvantages of the two-stem system which arise from the 
overly narrow transcription discussed in the preceding pages were to be elimi- 
nated, one is still left with two separate base forms, one paradigmatic and one 
derivational; these two stems are simply given, with no formally specified rela- 
tion between them. That is, we find mutatis mutandis the same situation which 
existed in verb flexion before Jakobson's 1948 article,?? when the venerable tra- 
dition of two stems — the so-called 'infinitive stem' and 'present stem' — each 
of which served to predict a certain number of form groups, had not yet been 
abandoned. Prior to the appearance of Jakobson's article, both of these stems 
had simply to be accepted as given, neither being derivable from the other by any 
generally applicable rules — in other words, the two halves ('present' and 'in- 
finitive') of the verb flexion were artificially separated until 1948, when Ja- 
kobson's introduction of a 'basic stem' and morphophonemic rules of the type now 
termed generative made it possible to uncover the underlying structural unity of 
this flexional system. A similarly artificial division now separates the two 
halves of the morphological system as a whole: even the two-stem system proposed 
by Stankiewicz leaves the flexional and derivational systems unconnected and, as 
it were, 'separate but equal'. In the remainder of this article we shall propose 
— as a basis for further discussion — a descriptive framework which makes it pos- 
sible to formalize the relations between the derivational and flexional systems. 
The framework proposed here, as will become evident, attempts to modify Stan- 
kiewicz's two-stem proposal in the light of Jakobson's concept of a basic stem, 
such a basic stem standing in a predictive relation (directly or indirectly) to 


all the actually occurring forms of the given system, without necessarily being 
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identical to any one of these actual forms. 

It is clear that each individual word has its own flexional stem (Stankie- 
wicz's 'paradigmatic base form'; henceforth, F-stem), from which the morphophonemic 
rules of the flexional system will generate all and only the actually occurring 
phonetic shapes of the given word's paradigm. The specific nature of these flex- 
ional morphophonemic rules (henceforth, F-rules) is not relevant to the present 
proposal, although one may suppose that they will take the form of an ordered set, 
perhaps with one or more cyclical components. The P-stems themselves can be ren- 
dered in a broad or in a narrow transcription (with concomitant complexity or sim- 
plicity in the F-rules); this issue too is not directly relevant to the framework 
being proposed here, but let us assume a relatively broad morphophonemic tran- 
scription of F-stems which leaves vowel reduction, predictable sharping, and the 
resolution of vowel/zero morphophonemes to the F-rules. A given word-family will 


thus consist of a number of such F-stems, e.g. 


bereg = (béreg-) 
beregovoj - {beregov-} 
pobere3'e = {poberéZ#j-} 
zaberegi = {zabereg-} 
beabreznyj = {bezbréz#n-} 
bezbreznoet' = (bezbréznost'-) 
bereZok = {berez#k-) 
etc. 


Similarly, the "Macedonian" family already discussed will contain the F-stems: 


Makedonija = (makedón'ij-) 
makedonec - {makedöntc-} 
makedonka = {makedén#k-} 
makedonskij = (makedónsk-) 


The task of derivational morphophonemics then becomes quite clear: it must specify 
the formal relations existing among the several F-stems of a given word-family. 
How can this best be accomplished? 

In the case of word-families like the second above (Makedonija, etc.), the 
utility of a basic stem becomes apparent at once, since as we have seen there is 
no non-artificial way to derive three of the four F-stems from a fourth. We shall 


posit, therefor, the existence of a DERIVATIONAL BASIC STEM, defined as that 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


0005 


1582 


-116- 


entity from which all of the given F-stems can most economically be predicted. In 
the case of the given family, the derivational basic stem (henceforth, D-basic 
stem) will have the form {MAKEDON-} (the capital letters signifying that the given 
segment is a derivational, not a flexional stem), to which the addition of the 
suffixes (ij), (4c), (4k) and (sk), plus the concomitant morphophonemic rules 
(e.g., {N} + (n') in the environment: {ij} will generate the four F-stems of 
the given family. Rules operating on D-stems will be called derivational rules 
(D-rules), to distinguish them from the F-rules operating on flexional stems. D- 
rules generate F-stems out of D-stems, whereas F-rules generate phonetic shapes 
out of F-stems. The similarities and differences between the derivational and 
flexional systems will be specified by similarities and differences between the D- 
and the F-rules (as well as by those between the D- and the F-stems). 

In cases where a word-family consists of a headword and a number of deriva- 
tives thereof (the type bereg above), the descriptive framework must make this 
fact clear. Whereas the several F-stems (makedón'ij-), {makedén#c-}, etc. were 
all derived "simultaneously" from an underlying D-basic stem (MAKEDÓN-), the F- 
stems (beregov-), {poberéz#j-}, (zábereg-) etc. must be shown to be derived from 
the WORD bereg, and not simply derived along with the F-stem of bereg, {bereg-}, 
from an underlying form. The descriptive framework, in other words, must not only 
avoid imposing a hierarchy of derivation where none exists, but must equally care- 
fully avoid obscuring those real hierarchies which do exist. This can be attained 
only if the stem from which (for example) {berez#k-}, {bezbreZ«#n-} etc. are gen- 
erated is clearly identified as a D-stem of the word bereg, since berezok, bez- 
bre3nyj etc. are clearly if intuitively recognized as derivatives of bereg, that 
is, as subordinated to the latter within the derivational system. How this is ac- 
complished in the framework suggested here becomes clear when we consider for a 
moment what the process of deriving one word from another actually consists of. 

Derivation, although usually treated as consisting of affixation and stem 
modifications ensuing therefrom, actually contains a further process: the addition 
of a paradigm of endings. If služba is derived from sluzit’, it is not merely the 
affix (-b-) which is added to the verb stem (we are not concerned here with repre- 
sentations), but this {-b-} plus the entire grammatical paradigm (a — i — e — u, 
etc.}. The creation of one word out of another, then, consists of three proces- 
ses: (l) affixation (including zero affixation, as in gost’ = {gost'-} + gostja = 


(gost'-), and negative affixation or truncation, as in glubokij = (glubók-) + 
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glub' = {glub'-}); (2) addition or substitution of paradigms, “paradigmation", the 
particular paradigm being in many cases a concomitant of the particular affix 
added; (3) stem- (and/or affix-) change or alternation, occasioned by affixation. 
Bearing in mind, then, that word-formation consists of affixation (possibly zero 
affixation) and paradigmation (also possibly zero), one can describe the genera- 
tion of the word bereg as follows: 

(1) A D-basic stem, which must by definition exist for every word-family of 
the language, must contain all the information which will permit the derivation 
not only of the headword bereg but also of all the latter's derivatives. Such a 
D-basic stem is (B« E» REG-). The morphemic status of such D-basic stems, partic- 
ularly in large and complicated word-families, must be the subject of further in- 
vestigation; in any case, this is still but a stem, unassociated with any partic- 
ular word. 

(2) The WORD bereg is generated by the addition of affix (here, zero) and 
paradigm (here, {Ø — a — u etc.}), i.e. 

{B< E» REG-) + {B< E» REG-) + {PO} + (g)?^ 
It is at this point that the word bereg comes into existence. The string [B<E> 
REG-) + {PP} + {Ø} is the highest-level, i.e. most abstract representation of the 
word bereg. This most abstract, 'highest', 'deepest' etc. level of representation 
of the headword will then serve for two further types of generative process, name- 
ly the generation of the F-stem of bereg, (béreg-) (and by implication the concom- 
itant paradigm) on the one hand, and the generation of all derived words on the 
other. We shall call this most abstract representation of the word bereg, from 
which not only its F-stem but also all derived stems are to be generated, the de- 
rivational stem (D-stem) of the word bereg. The D-stem of a headword within a 
word-family is, then, equal to the D-basic stem of the family plus segments repre- 
senting affixation and paradigmation. 

(3) The F-stem of bereg is generated from the D-stem by rules which must 
specify whether the brackets < > are to be removed (leaving (BEREG-), as in the 
case of this particular word) or whether the item in brackets is to be removed 
(which would leave {B< > REG-], from which an automatic rule would eliminate 
{<>}). Subsequent rules will eliminate boundary markers and introduce those other 
morphophonemic changes which are part of the derivational process, resulting in 
the given case in (béreg-) and its paradigm. 


It is clear that the D-rules consist of two components: a first component, 
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specifying affixation and paradigmation (and thus creating the word out of the D- 
basic stem); a second component, describing the stem alternations (including the 
choice of («E») + (E) or {<>}) etc. which occur in the creation of the word. 
These two components of the D-rules can be termed the D-D rules (generating D- 
stems from D-basic or — cf. below — D-stems) and D-F rules (generating F-stems out 
of D-stems). 

(4) The F-rules, operating on the F-stem resulting from the D-F rules, will 
generate the ultimate phonetic representation of each form of the given word's 
paradigm. 

The generation of derivatives is accomplished in much the same way as the ge- 
neration of the F-stem of the headword. The rules of derivation (say, of berego- 
voj and bezbreZnyj from bereg) must of course operate not on the F-stem of bereg 
((béreg-)), which is insufficiently general to permit both pleophonic and non- 
pleophonic derivation, but on this word's deeper morphological structure, namely 
on its D-stem. In other words, D-rules operate on D-stems. The rules generating 


beregovoj from bereg will have the form: 


D-stem (B« E» REG) 

D-D rules > {B< E> REG) + {ov} + (oj3)?* 
D-F rules + {beregov+} 

F-rules + [b'br 'bgav-] 


The resolution of morphophonemic alternations involving entities such as {<E >} 
into the vocalic or the zero alternant will obviously be made as a consequence of 
the specific affixation undergone by the D-basic stem. In the case of the non- 


pleophonic bezbre3nyj, the derivation will appear as: 


D-stem {B< E» REG} 
D-D rules * {B< E> REG) + (bez ... #n-}?® + (oj) 
D-F rules > {bezbr&z#n-} 


in which one of the D-D rules will specify that («E»] + zero, another the trans- 
position of elements, etc. 

In the case of doublets, e.g., pribreänyj / pribereänyj, the D-F rules depen 
dent upon (pri... #n-} will contain an optional rule for («E») + zero, thus gen- 
erating both pleophonic and non-pleophonic forms. 

Further ('second-level') derivation will be accomplished by rules operating 


on the D-stem of the given word. The point cannot be argued here for lack of 
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space, but it appears that in spite of the fact further derivatives usually repeat 
the F-stem shape of their bases, there are enough cases of truncation and other 
alternations in the derivational stems (cf. zaigatel'naja bomba + zazigalka) to 
warrant the assertion that this is a coincidence of surface structure resulting 
from the application of similar rules to the same deep structure. However, it 
must be granted that the mechanics of second- (third-, etc.) level derivation re- 
quire further study. 

The fact that derivation operates not on the 'surface' F-stem of the deriva- 
tional base (bereg), but on its 'deep' or underlying D-stem, is only to be expect- 
ed, in the light of recent work in syntax and semantics. 

The task that was set for the rules of derivational morphology, namely that 
of specifying the relationships existing among the several F-stems of a word- 
family, has now been accomplished. The F-stem (bezbréZim-) is related to the F- 
stem {beregov-} via the D-stems of these two words, the D-stems themselves being 
related by the sets of rules which generate them from the D-stem of their deriva- 
tional base bereg. The F-stem of the headword bereg is related to all derivatives 
by the same routes (i.e., by the same sets of rules) as just outlined, plus D-F 
rules generating {bereg-} from its D-stem {B< E> REG) + {PO} ... The descriptive 


framework which formalizes these relations can be seen schematically as: 


TABLE I 
Components of a Morphological Description 


D-BASIC|  D-D |P-STEM OF|  D-p |D-STEM OF DE-| D-D Men =) 


ae — " E 
STEM rules HEADWORD rules RIVED WORD rules rivatives 
6 
Et 3h 
1t Lond i 
arm om 
uU [^] 
F-stem of F-stem of de- 
headword rived word 
c c 
"] " 
F! 5l 
[^] [7] 
phonetic re- phonetic re- 
presentation presentation 


Needless to say, there are a great many problems connected with the description of 


Russian morphology in the framework proposed here, and it would doubtless be vain 
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to hope that the suggestions offered here can be accepted without revision. One 
may hope, however, that the basic thought which underlies the present article — 
that is, the necessity of describing derivation and flexion in their hierarchal 
interrelations, by means of explicitly connected items and explicitly ordered pro- 
cesses — can be accepted. The innovations suggested in the foregoing pages pre- 
sent a possible synthesis of Stankiewicz's two-stem proposal (in considerably re- 
vised form) with Jakobson's pathbreaking concept of the basic stem. One would 
like to think that the methodological framework offered here — in, perhaps, some 
revised and more sophisticated form — will prove to have the capacity to show 
clearly, explicitly and unambiguously the unity and variety which characterize 


the interrelations of derivation and flexion. 
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FOOTNOTES 


l  R. Jakobson, "Russian conjugation", Word, IV (1948), 155-167. 


2 M. Halle on Old Church Slavic and Old Russian, Word, VII (1951), 155-167 
(adopted by H. G. Lunt, Old Chureh Slavonic Grammar, The Hague, 1955 and later 
editions); H. Rubenstein on Czech, Word, VII (1951), 144-154 (cf. the substantial 
revisions and additional material in H. KuCera, Word, VIII, 1952, 378-386); H. 
Lunt on Macedonian, Makedonski jazik, II (1951), 123-131 and A grammar of the 
Macedonian Language (Skopje, 1952); A. Schenker on Polish, Word, X (1954), 469- 
481; C. H. van Schooneveld on Serbocroatian, International Journal of Slavic Lin- 
guisties and Poetics (henceforth IJSLP), I/II (1959), 55-69. 


3 A new point of departure was provided by M. Halle's paper at the Vth Congress 
of Slavists, "O pravilax russkogo sprjazenija (predvaritel'noe soobSéenie)", Amer- 
tean Contributions to the Fifth International Congress of Slavists, Sofia, Septem- 
ber 1963, Vol. I: Linguistic Contributions (The Hague, 1963), 113-132. Cf. also 
A. V. Isacenko, "The morphology of the Slovak verb", Travaux linguistiques de 
Prague, I (1964), 183-201, and T. M. Lightner, "On the phonology of the Old Church 
Slavonic conjugation", IJSLP, X (1966), 1 ff., with extensive bibliography. 


* P. Ivié, "Roman Jakobson and the growth of phonology” (a review of Jakobson's 
Selected writings, I: Phonological studies, The Hague, 1962), in Linguisties, 
XVIII (1965), 36. Halle's work cannot, of course, be characterized as mere recti- 
fication; his introduction of cyclically-ordered rules operative on stems with 
specified immediate constituent structure, while open to criticism on some counts, 
is an original and provocative contribution. 


5 A. V. Isacenko, Die russische Sprache der Gegenwart, Teil I: Formenlehre 
(Halle/Saale, 1962), 9. Cf. IsaCenko's earlier expression of this view, "O vzájom- 
ných vzt'ahoch medzi morfológiou a deriváciou", Jazykovedný Gasopts (Bratislava), 
VII (1953), 200-213, and K. A. Levkovskaja, "O slovoobrazovanii i ego otnoSenii k 
grammatike", Voprosy teorti i istorii jazyka v svete trudov I. V. Stalina po ja- 
zykoananiju (Moscow, 1952), 153-181. 


6 E. Stankiewicz, "The interdependence of paradigmatic and derivational pat- 
terns", Word, XVIII (1962), 3. Cf. V. V. Vinogradov, "Slovoobrazovanie v ego ot- 
noSenii k grammatike i leksikologii", Voprosy teorii i istorii jazyka v svete tru- 
dov I. V. Stalina po jaaykoznaniju (Moscow, 1952), 99-152. 


7 Cf. the difficulties in assigning forms like noč'ju, večerom to the class of 


substantives or to that of adverbs. Soviet grammarians, e.g., in AN SSSR, Gramma- 
tika russkogo jazyka (Moscow, 19607), I, 618 and II (1), 135, consider such items 
to be adverbs when they stand alone, but instrumental substantives when they occur 
modified by an agreeing adjective such as rannij, pozdnij, etc. The fact that 
these words can be modified by adjectives at all clearly takes them partly out of 
the adverb category; on the other hand, the fact that the class of co-occurring 
adjectives is highly restricted shows that these instrumental case forms have al- 
ready been partially adverbialized. 


8 


9 In the case of substitutions of sub-categories within a grammatical category, 
one might assume that grammatical distance would be a function of the number of 
correlated sub-categories: the larger the number of such sub-categories, the 
smaller will be the grammatical distance involved in a change from one such sub- 
category to another (that is, the more 'flexional' and less 'derivational' such a 


Stankiewicz, op. cit., 4. 
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change will be). For example, since the ratio of category to sub-categories is 
1:6 for the category of case (i.e., there are six cases in the category) — leaving 
aside the question of the second genitive and second locative — change from one 
case form to another will be felt as more paradigmatic (= more highly grammatical- 
ized, more flexionai = less derivational or lexicalized) than will a change from 
one number to another, where the ratio of category to sub-categories is 1:2. It 
is interesting to note (although this requires further verification with textual 
control) that the lexicalization of plurality in Russian (the 'derivationaliza- 
tion' of the marked member of the plural/ non-plural opposition) became most ac- 
tive after the loss of the dual, i.e., with the reduction of the category : sub- 
category ratio from 1:3 to 1:2; in this connection, one would welcome data con- 
cerning the degree to which the number opposition has been lexicalized in Slovene, 
where the dual persists... Within the verb system, form changes within the para- 
digms of tense (ditaet / Sttal / budet &itat', ratio 1:3) and person (čitaju / či- 
taeá' / &itaet, ratio 1:3) are further removed from derivation than is the aspect 
correlation (proßitat' / proßityvat', ratio 1:2). Obviously it is not only the 
number, but also the type of categorial opposition that determines the grammatical 
distance between forms (for example, correlative oppositions such as case, number, 
person, tense are more highly grammaticalized than disjunctive oppositions such as 
that of mood; a mechanical adding-up of categories can of course throw light on 
but one aspect of the distinction between flexion and derivation. 


10 Evaluative derivation is discussed in D. S. Worth, "The suffix -aga in Rus- 
sian", Scando-Slavica, X (1964), 192 ff. On expressive derivation, cf. E. Stan- 
kiewicz, "Expressive derivation of substantives in contemporary Russian and Pol- 
ish", Word, X (1954), 457 ff., and "Grammatical neutralization in Slavic expres- 
sive forms", Word, XVII (1962), 128-145. 


Il cf. D. S. Worth, "The role of transformations in the definition of syntagmas 
in Russian and other Slavic languages", American Contributions to the Fifth Inter- 
national Congress of Slavists, I: Linguistio Contributions (The Hague, 1963), 378 
ff. 


I2 tt is perhaps worthwhile repeating that the economy criterion must be subordi- 
nated to criteria of accuracy and insightfulness (cf. American Contributions ..., 
I, 373, fn. 23); for an extended discussion of evaluation procedures in grammar, 
see N. Chomsky, Aspects of the theory of syntax (Cambridge, Mass., 1965), 37 ff. 


13 Mor(pho)phonemic transcriptions are given in curved brackets, phonemic tran- 
scriptions in slants, and phonetic transcriptions in square brackets.  Transliter- 
ated Cyrillic forms are given in italics. The broad phonetic transcription uses 
symbols from R. I. Avanesov, Fonetika sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo jaayka 
(Moscow, 1956), except for the reduced mid central vowel, which is here rendered 
by [ə]. (4) represents an alternating vowel/zero morphophoneme, and [Ø] its pho- 
netically zero alternant. 


14 This article will deal only with inflected words. On problems of uninflected 
words in Russian cf.: B. O. Unbegaun, "Les substantifs indéclinables en russe", 
Revue des études slaves, XXIII (1947), 130-145; I. P. Mucnik, "Neizmenjaemye su- 
SCestvitel'nye, ix mesto v sisteme sklonenija i tendencii razvitija v sovremennom 
russkom literaturnom jazyke", Razvitie grammatiki i leksiki sovremennogo russkogo 
jazyka (Moscow, 1964), 148-180; D. S. Worth, "On the stem/ending boundary in Slav 


ic indeclinables", Zbornik za filologiju i lingvistiku (Novi Sad), IX (1967), 11-16 
15 Akademija Nauk SSSR, Grammatika russkogo jaayka, I, 134. 
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16 tn view of the meaning assigned to the symbol {#} in fn. 13 above, an explana- 


tion of the 'zero ending' may be in order. The morphophoneme {#} representing the 
nom. sing. masc. is necessary in order to explain the vowel/zero alternations in 
preceding stems, e.g. skorbnyj / skorben < {skorb#n + #j# / skorb#n + #} (the rules 
which generate these alternations will resemble — for obvious reasons — those for 
the vocalization of the jers in an earlier stage of Russian; for a discussion of 
this and related problems in morphophonemics, cf. D. S. Worth, "On the morphopho- 
nemics of derivation", preprint for the Phonologie-Tagung of the Association in- 
ternationale de phonologie, Vienna, Aug.-Sept., 1966); {#} will normally > [Ø} in 
substantives as well as short adjectives, but is vocalized in long adjectives as 
[6] when stressed (molodoj) and [a] or [y] when unstressed (dobryj): dialectally, 
this {#} is vocalized before the enclitic article, e.g. [dómot] < {dom# + t#} by 
the same rules as apply to long adjectives. 


17 The almost universal resistance encountered by attempts to up-date (usually, 
to phonemicize) the alphabets of literary languages (cf. most recently the discus- 
sion of 1964-65 in the USSR) may be due not simply to the uncooperative recalci- 
trance of the linguistically unschooled population, but also to the fact that this 
population has internalized a grammar utilizing items deeper than phonemic 
strings, these items being (albeit inadequately) represented graphically in the 
'archaic' and non-phonemic spelling system. 


18 In some cases the stem representations turn out to resemble earlier stages of 
the language, although they are not selected with this purpose in mind (cf. Light- 
ner, "On the phonology of the Old Church Slavonic conjugation", 23 ff.). This co- 
incidence, which apparently occasions pleasure in some circles, is of course no 
coincidence at all, since today's morphophonemics are yesterday's phonetic change 
(somewhat rearranged and regularized by analogical change); there is nothing sur- 
prising in the fact that an adequate description of phenomena in today's language 
is in some way related to the causes of these phenomena. One can predict that if 
generative phonology broadens its scope to include Slavic derivational morphology, 
it will soon be dealing in items and rules oddly reminiscent of Indo-European 
laryngeals and ablaut. — In other cases, the underlying stem representations of 
generative phonology bear little similitude to anything at all. Thus we find that 
the form underlying pid& is ((p,is + ‘a + o) + u) (Halle, "O pravilax ...", 120), 
and that the imperfective verb obiZát' is derived from its perfective partner obt- 
det' by way of the underlying affixed imperfective stem o * - * b,id * e * O * 'aj 
(tbid., 129). If the 'o' of ((p,is + 'a + o) + u) can still be understood as a 
generalization of the thematic vowel, the 'O' of o + = + b,id te * O + ‘aj (O = 

a rounded vocalic archiphoneme, which does not need to be specified any further, 
since the ensuing rules invariably eliminate it from the representation) corre- 
sponds to no known reality of any Slavic language, now or ever; this 'O' appears 
in the stem representation for a very simple reason: the rules for substitutive 
softening in verb flexion (s + Š etc. before a sequence of unrounded vowel + 
rounded vowel) can't be made to work in aspect derivation without it. In other 
words, this "O" is an exception to a rule (or a statement of the lack of signifi- 
cant generality of a rule), masquerading as part of a stem. One may question the 
utility of generalizations obtained at the price of such artifice. On this point, 
cf. also the comments of E. Stankiewicz, "Slavic morphophonemics in its typologi- 
cal and diachronic aspects", Current trends in linguistics, III: Theoretical 
foundations (The Hague, 1966), 500 f. 


19 For example, postconsonantal posttonic {j} + [j] or [i] (Avanesov, Fonetika 
..., 188), {delaj + om} + [d'éleibm] or [d'élaim] (tbid., 191), bez dela = [b'i?z- 
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d'éla) or [b'i€z'-d'éla), etc. (ibid., 179). 


20 This example is of course valid for that variety of Russian which does not 
distinguish between pretonic (e) and fi}. An initial fe} would serve equally 

for the present tense, and would generate the participial [é] as well, but the 
equivalent problem would then arise with the past tense [6]. 


21 The distinctive feature characteristics of Russian sounds are given accordin 
to the matrix suggested by M. Halle, The Sound Pattern of Russian (The Hague, 
1959), 45. This type of notation, which for more specific entities might appear 
to be but a clumsy recoding of traditional symbols, is singularly appropriate fg 
noting more abstract morphophonemic entities such as /&/ - /ó/ after sharped con 
sonant. 


22 The + sharp / - sharp opposition is grammaticalized in several pairs of verh 
of motion: vezti / vozit', nesti / nosit’, bresti / brodit'; cf. also vertet' bu 
vorotit' and stem-final palatalizations and depalatalizations such as provozit' 
provoz, glubokij / glub'. 


23 The best, although far from satisfactory general treatment of Russian deriva 
tional morphology is N. M. Sanskij, O®erki po russkomu slovoobrazovaniju i lekst 
kologii (Moscow, 1959). A few articles approaching derivational processes from 
original viewpoints have appeared recently, e.g., N. A. Janko-Trinickaja, "Proce 
sy vkljuCenija v leksike i slovoobrazovanii", Razvitie gramatiki i lekstki sovr 
mennogo russkogo jazyka (Moscow, 1964), 18-35; E. A. Zemskaja, "Interfiksacija v 
sovremennom russkom slovoobrazovanii", tbid., 36-62. 


24 E. Stankiewicz, "The interdependence of paradigmatic and derivational pat- 
terns", p. 6. 


25 N. M. Sanskij, OSerki po russkomu slovoobrazovaniju ..., 6. 


26 The (4) in this stem is required in order to generate the first of the two 
possible plurals of this word, poberézij and poberéZ'ev; cf. AN SSSR, Grammatikq 
russkogo jazyka, 1, 159. 


27 qo avoid misunderstandings, it should perhaps be specified that the 'close- 
ness' of one (morphophonemic) stem to another (phonemic or phonetic) must be mea 
sured in terms of the number and complexity of the rules necessary to generate t 
latter from the former. 


28 vowel / zero alternations in derivation are compared to those in flexion inf 
Worth, "Vowel-zero alternations in Russian derivation", IJSLP, XI (1968), 11-16. 


293 The inadequacies of a phonemic or quasi-phonemic stem representation are pal 
ticularly evident in cases where apophony, liquid-diphthong developments, and 
other historical processes combine to form root shapes with extremely wide pho- 
netic variation. Anyone doubting this is invited to consider the two-dozen-odd 
phonemic forms of the root WERT 'turn' in modern Russian: /v'ir/ (vermut'), 
/v'ór/ (vvermutyj), /v'ört/ (trubkovert, vertkij), /v'irt/ (vertljavyj), /v'irt' 
(vertet'), /v'ért'/ (vertel'), /v'éré/ (vverdivat'), /v'irC/ (vyveréennyj), /va- 
ra&/ (vvora&ivat'), /vórat/ (vorot), /varót/ (vodovorot), /varat/ (vorotnik), 
/varat'/ (vorotit'), /varót/ (zavaroéat'), /vrat/ (vozvrat), /vrat'/ (voavratit' 
/vra$É/ (vraBZat'), /órt/ (obertyvat'sja), /aráč/ (oboraGivat'), /arót/ (oborot] 
/arót'/ (oborotit'), /aró€C/ (oboroßennyj), /rat/ (obratnyj), /rat'/ (obratit’), 
/rašč/ (obra’@at') — and a careful search might uncover yet others. Naturally, 
many of these forms result automatically from application of general morphopho- 
nemic rules to an underlying form (t) + [Ø] before (-nu), (v) ^ [Ø] after (-b) < 
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prefix boundary, etc.). 


30 The author, together with A. S. Kozak, is preparing such a word-family glos- 
sary based on app. 110,000 Russian words, which have been put on magnetic tape, 
segmented into morphs, and reordered on a largely etymological basis. The first 
of a projected series of publications from this project (which is supported by 
the U.S.A.F. Project RAND) will be a dictionary of word families entitled Aus- 
sian derivational dietionary (New York, 1970). 


3! Here we disagree with Stankiewicz, who feels that feminine is always to be 
derived from the masculine in such pairs as makedónec / makedónka ("The interde- 
pendence ... ", 9). Pairs like student / studentka, poét / poétessa do not at- 
test that the order of derivation is always from unmarked masc. to marked fem.; 
there is no more reason to take the form with a zero morph as derivational base 
than there would be to take a gen. pl. in zero (e.g., [rukg]) as the base form of 
the plur., and to derive the nom. (rük'i] therefrom. 


32 E. Stankiewicz, "The interdependence of paradigmatic and derivational pat- 
terns", 11 ff. 


33 cf. footnote l above. 


3^ The symbol {PO} stands for zero affixation, and {Ø} for the so-called 'mas- 


culine' paradigm. 


35 {oj} represents the entire paradigm of endings, not simply the nom. sing. 


masc. ending. 


36 so-called prefixal-suffixal derivation is most conveniently treated as a con- 


catenation of items, one of which is a discontinuous affix. We assume that 
stress is assigned as part of the D-F rules (since stress of derivatives is de- 
pendent on both the stress of the derivational base and the particular affixation 
process), but the problem of the optimal method of assigning stress must be con- 
sidered unsolved. A further problem, outside the scope of this article, but by 
no means unimportant, lies in the specification (is it possible? if so, how?) of 
the relation between beabreZnyj and bea berega — a problem, that is, arising as 
it were at the intersection of morphology and syntax. 
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GRAMMATICAL FUNCTION AND RUSSIAN STRESS 


Slavic linguistics in the United States has been marked by the continuation 
and elaboration of the Prague School's functional approach to language phenomena. 
This influence has been due in large measure to the teaching of Roman Jakobson, 
and is evident in the writings of many of his students; for example, Stankiewicz 
has recently insisted that predictive morphophonemic rules must specify not only 
the phonological alternations of a language, but also the interrelations and 
grammatical functions of these alternations within the given linguistic system. ! 
Such insistence on the correlation of form and function, and particularly on the 
hierarchical organization of linguistic categories and their formal expressions, 
can at times shed new light on phonological alternations which might otherwise 
appear unmotivated and capricious. This is true inter alia of accentual alterna- 


tions in the Slavic lanquages. 2 


As an example, we shall look at a generally 
neglected type of stress shift in the substantive declension of contemporary 
standard Russian. This is the stress type sestra, kol'cé. 3 

The most frequent and productive type of stress shift in the Russian sub- 
stantive is that distinguishing the plural stem from the singular stem, e.g. nde 
nósa nógu etc. 'nose' vs. pl. nos§ nosév nosäm, dolgotá dolgot§ etc. 'length' vs. 
dolgóty dolgöt dolgótam, póle pólja 'field' vs. polj& poléj poljám, and so forth. 
That is, the singular stem as a whole is opposed to the plural stem as a whole, 
the one being stressed and the other unstressed: sg. {nös-} (dolgot-) (pól'-) vs. 
pl. {nos-} (dolgót-) {pol'-} etc. If we assume that the grammatically unmarked 
singular stem forms are filed in the dictionary, with those stems which undergo 
stress shift from singular to plural marked as such, then the correct plural stem 
forms can be generated by the following alpha-switching rule: 

(a stressed] + (-a stressed) / (plur) 

So (nós-) + (nos-), {dolgot-} + {dolgdt-} etc." 

Within either the singular or the plural stem, and occasionally within each 
of them (but then independently of each other), a further accentual opposition is 


possible: one and only one case form can be singled out by a stress shift and 
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opposed thereby to all other case forms within the given stem.? Three Such case. 
marking stress alternations are generally well known: 

(1) The accusative singular of 2d declension feminines can be opposed to 
all other cases of the singular, e.g. ruk@ ruki etc. 'hand' vs. acc. rüku, 
storonä storon§ etc. 'side' vs. stóronu. 

(2) The nominative plural of masculines and of 2d and 3d declension femi- 
nines can be opposed to the oblique cases of the plural (acc. - nom. for inani- 
mate substantives), e.g. gen. pl. voikóv, dat. volkám etc. 'wolves' vs. nom. 
vólki, svetéj svečám etc. 'candles' vs. své%i, pečéj pe&am etc. 'stoves' vs. 
péči. ê 

(3) The so-called 'second locative' can be marked by a stress shift to the 
ending in stem-stressed masculines (redundantly) and 3d declension feminines 
(significantly), e.g. nős nósa 'nose' vs. loc. na nosh, stép' stépi 'steppe' vs. 
v. stept. 

Another and much less well-known type of case-marking stress shift is that 
which forms the subject of this discussion: (4) THE GENITIVE PLURAL IS MARKED: 
A STRESS SHIFT FROM STEM-INITIAL TO (PHONEMICALLY) STEM-FINAL POSITION in som 
fifteen substantives, e.g. nom. pl. séstry, dat. séstram etc. 'sisters' vs. ge 
sestér, köl'ca köl'cam 'rings' vs. gen. kol@e. In almost all substantives of thi 
stress type, the genitive shift within the plural is superimposed, in the sens 
explained in fn. 4, on an already-shifted stressed stem; i.e. the dictionary 
entries for 'sister' and 'ring' are {s'ost'#r-} and {kol'#c-}, which become 
{s'öst'#r-} and {köl'#c-} by the abovementioned alpha-switching rule for plurali 


; : f s it 
zation.’ Before trying to determine the morphophonemic location of the stres 


d » : and 
forms such as sestör and kol&e, however, let us adduce the factual evidence 
see how this class of words has been treated in the literature. 

$ : ET nd 
The genitive shift appears regularly in four 2d declension feminines a 


three lst declension neuters: 
séstry, séstram vs. gen. sestér 'sisters' 
sém'i, sém' jam vs. gen. seméj ‘families' 
zémLi, zémijam vs. gen. zem&l' 'lands' 
óvey, Öveam vs. gen. ovée 'sheep' 
köl'ca, köl'cam vs. kolée 'rings' 


kryl'oa, kryl'cam vs. krylée 'porches' 
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Several other words belong to this pattern, but show variant stress alternations; 
i.e., they have dual class membership. The 2d declension non-neuter aud'já sud'í 
'judge' regularly has the plural süd’i sudéj siid'jam (like sém't seméj sém'jam), 
but also admits the pattern with fixed stem-initial stress throughout the plural: 
sid't südej sid'jam. Svin’ja 'pig' usually patterns like sem'jä and sestra 
(svin't svinéj svín'jam), but admits an aberrant dative svin'jam as well. The 
three neuters gumnó 'barn', oknó 'window', and ruZ'2 'rifle' are usually stem- 
initially stressed throughout the plural (gízma gümen glemam etc.), but are also 
attested with the less frequent genitives gumën, okón, ru22j; that is, they fol- 
low the pattern of kol’cö only marginally. One of the pluralia tantum, zlöpoty 
‘worry, cares', appears to be settling into the 8e8trá pattern, although the 
Sources are not unanimous: the USakov dictionary (1940) and the first three 
editions of OZegov's dictionary (1940, 1952, 1953) assign the pattern rlöpoty, 
gen. riopót, dat. etc. riopotám — i.e. end-stress throughout the plural except for 
the nominative (like póxorony poxorén poxoronäm 'funeral').? But the Academy 
Grammar (1953), the orthographic dictionary of OZegov and Sapiro (1959), the four- 
volume Academy dictionary replacing USakov (AN SSSR 1961), and the authoritative 
17-volume Academy dictionary (1964) — plus, most interestingly, the fourth edition 
of the OZegov dictionary (1960) — all give rlöpoty xlop6ét xlöpotam, exactly like 
séstry sestér séstram, from which xlépoty then differs only in having a 'full' 
rather than an inserted vowel under phonemic stress in the genitive plural.!? As 
this development of rlópoty shows, the pattern of sestrá, kol’cö is not entirely 
unproductive. Finally, the suppletive plurals ljúdíî 'people' (to deloväk 
'person') and déti 'children' (to rebénok 'child') show the same stress pattern as 
sesträ, kol'c6 (ljüdi Ljudéj Ljüdjam etc., déti detéj détjam etc.) except for the 
abnormal end-stressed instrumentals ljud'mt. det'mí; but since end-stress in the 
latter is a redundant feature of the truncated instrumental ending (-m'í) (for 
usual (-am'i)), these two words can also most efficiently be assigned to the class 
of sesträ and kol'có. 

Those grammars and special studies of Russian stress with which I am ac- 
quainted either ignore the stress type sestra. kol'cd altogether, or list some 
words of this group as exceptions to other, more frequently occurring, types. 
Thus, for example, the Academy Grammar gives the stem-final stress of koléc, 
kryléc, jaíc and of zemél', ovéc, svinéj, seméj, sestér, sudéj as exceptions; but 


it also, inconsistently, lists 8ud'já and sem'já among those feminines which shift 
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the stress 'from ending to stem in the nom.-acc. plur.' (p. 169), i.e. (incor. 
rectly) as having the same end-stress throughout the plural (except for the 
nominative-accusative) as, say, 8vé@i svedäj svečám.  IsaCenko simplifies the 
Situation somewhat, doubtless for pedagogical purposes, in listing Xryl'oó ang 
jajeó together with ple25 'shoulder' (pl. pl&äi, gen. pl&& or ple&éj, dat. ete, 
ple2äm) as having "mehrfacher Akzentwechsel im Plur.", and in placing oveä, 
svin'já, sem'já, and sestrá together with travä 'grass' in the group of substar- 
tives with fixed stem stress throughout the plural; similarly zemljá is given 
together with ruká and vodá 'water' as taking stem-stress to mark the accusatiw 
singular, but its plural is not mentioned.!! Unbegaun notes the irregular /i/d 
jaíe but does not mention the stress peculiarities of the type kol’cd at all." 
Ďurovič gives ovéc, sestér, svinéj, seméj, sudéj as exceptions to the type trai, 
and zemél' — somewhat awkwardly — as an exception to the type zemljä.!? ina 
practically-oriented study by Zaliznjak (1963) one finds zemél', ovéo, svinéj, 
seméj, sestér, gumén, kol&e, jate, and xlopót grouped together as exceptions to 
the author's stress distribution rules (Zaliznjak is thus the only author to rec 
ognize the common accentual features of at least two-thirds of the words in this 
class); but in the same author's theoretical study (1964) of Russian substantive 
stress, these words are not even mentioned, although as we shall see they are nt 
entirely devoid of theoretical interest.!" Garde's examination of Russian stres 
in terms of competing accentual 'forces' of morphemes is, like Zeliznjak's gent 
a stimulating theoretical essay, but unfortunately fails to deal with the class? 
words with which we are concerned here.!? Finally, Red'kin, in the chapter ul 
accentology of the prospectus for a new academic grammar in the Soviet Union, 8% 
cusses adjective and verb accentuation at some length, but for some reason hardly 
mentions the stress patterns of Russian substantives.!Ó The same is true of mos 
of Red'kin's other studies; only in his latest paper (1967) does this author 


; ! f . alin 
attempt to connect stress patterns with grammatical meanings, but without de 


with problems relevant to our discussion. 17 


t 
: S : ss P? 
Even those few authors who, like Zaliznjak, recognize the unusual stre 


tern of the type sestra, kol’cö do not attempt to describe the ‘exceptional’ . 
stress shift of this group in relation to other accentual alternations in the P 
sian substantive, nor do they take up the problem of the MORPHOPHONEMIC, as p 
posed to the phonemic, location of the stress in these forms. And yet it is S 
when one distinguishes morphophonemic accentual alternations from phonemic iis 
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looking for grammatical significance (i.e. a correlation of phonological and 
semantic entities) on the morphophonemic level alone, that some measure of 
meaningful patterning can be discovered in phonological alternations such as those 
of the Russian substantive declension. The phonemic surface can take one no fur- 
ther than, e.g., Zaliznjak's statement that the stress in séstry + sestér moves 
'one syllable to the right', or Durovi@'s that it moves 'to the inserted vowel' 
(but then what about rlopót, which has no inserted vowel?), or that of the Academy 
Grammar that it moves to the final syllable of the stem (but then what of the END- 
stressed detöj. Ljudej?). In the remainder of this paper, I shall try to show 
that if these stress shifts are described by rules operating on the morphophonemic 
level (i.e., if the rules describing such shifts are applied relatively early in 
the grammar), an appreciable measure of generality can be obtained and the accen- 
tual alternations can be seen — Trubetzkoy notwithstanding — as not at all 'ganz 
sinnlos'.!8 

The type of systematic morphophonemic treatment of accentuation which has 
been practised by Kurytowicz for more than three decades! 9 has, one regrets to 
note, remained without effect on the bulk of studies dealing with Russian stress 
(cf. the survey above). The one such attempt known to me, other than Kury3owicz's 
own studies, was made only in passing by Lunt and is unfortunately unsuccessful. 
In a footnote to a survey of recent works on Balto-Slavic accentological prob- 
lems,2° Lunt follows Kury3owicz in correctly distinguishing initial/desinential 
stress shifts (e.g. nom. vodá, acc. vódu; nom. sg. skovorodá 'frying pan', nom. 
pl. skövorody) from the desinential/predesinential shifts that mark the singular- 
plural opposition (e.g. vojna vojnf etc. 'war', pl. vöjny vójn vójnam; similarly 
8irotá 'orphan', pl. 8iróty (not *sÍrotyl, and kolesó 'wheel', pl. kolésa [not 
*kólesal). This is an important insight of Kurytowicz's, but Lunt extends this 
principle overhastily to the class sestra, kol'cö: ‘we ... even take care of the 
"irregular" stress on the inserted vowels of gen. plur. koléc (~ kol'cö “ring") 
and zemléj (sic) (^ zemljä "land").?! Now, one could of course ‘take care’ of the 
stress of koléc, sestör etc. in this way, but at what price? We would have to 
Classify as irregular all the now regular feminines and neuters in which the plu- 
ral stress (shifted from the ending by the alpha-switching rule introduced above) 
is fixed on the same syllable throughout the plural, NOT moving to the right in 
the genitive (e.g., 808nÀ 'pine', pl. sdsny, gen. sösen; vesná 'springtime', 
vésny, vésen; metlä 'broom', métly, métel; 2islö 'number', fsla, OÍsel; pia'md 
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'letter', pía'ma, pisem; polotnó 'linen', polótna, polöten; remesló 'trade', re 
mésla, remésel, etc.); a special rule would be required to account for the shift 
from *808£n to sösen, etc. In other words, Lunt's proposal, though motivated by 
the best of intentions, is ineffective and must be rejected.?? The type 8e8trá, 
kol'có must be recognized as a small but independent stress group, which cannot 
be identified completely with the type sosnä, &islö (although it shares the 
alpha-switching pluralization rule with the latter). 

How, then, are we to characterize morphophonemically the forms like sestér, 
koléc? Specifically, where is the stress shifted to in the genitive plural, in 
relation to the stem/desinence boundary? If we bear in mind that a grammar con- 
sists of ordered rules, and examine briefly the form-function correlations in 
other, less difficult, accent shifts, we shall arrive at an unambiguous answer t 
this question. 

As was pointed out above, Russian stress oppositions do not consist of in- 
dividual case-number forms opposed to each other, but of number stems opposed tc 
each other as wholes, and then of case oppositions within individual number 
stems. The phonological point of departure, i.e. the stem form listed in the 
dictionary, is the grammatically unmarked (merkmallos) singular stem, and the 
rules of the type 'Stem + stem+ plural' with their attendant morphophonemics 
(such as the alpha-switching rule discussed here) must precede those of the type 
"Stem + stem+ nominative', ‘Stem (plural) + stem (plural) *nominative', etc., witl 
the latter's attendant morphophonemics (such as the rule [- stressed) +> 
C+ stressed]/ {nom}). Case-marking stress shifts, in other words, are the low- 
est-level morphophonemic rules of Russian declension, and must be preceded by 
the deeper-level number-formation rules. 

The types of stress shift which can be utilized to convey grammatical in- 
formation are subject to restraints which differ in the flexional and deriva- 
tional systems, and it is in these differing restraints that we shall find the 
clue needed to solve our problem. The Russian derivational system utilizes ac- 
cent shifts within stems and within roots (in the synchronic sense of the lattei 
term), e.g. béreg 'shore' + poberéZ'e 'coastline' ({béreg-} + {poberéZ#j-}), ző 
lod 'cold' + zolödnyj 'cold (adj.)' (íxólod-) + {xolödin-}), nav§knut' ‘become 
accustomed' + návyk 'habit' ({naviknu-} + {nävik-}), and also makes use of strei 
across the stem-desinence boundary, e.g. brevnó 'log' + brevén&atyj ‘made of 


logs! ({brevin-} + (brevén&at-)), béreg + dim. bereZók 'little shore' or adj. 
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beregovösj ({bereg-} + {bereZ#k-}, (beregovtój)). The Russian flexional system, 
on the other hand, seldom uses stress shifts within the stem (inf. peredát' 'to 
hand over', past masc. péredal) and never within the root. THE SUBSTANTIVE DE- 
CLENSION UTILIZES ONLY STRESS SHIFTS ACROSS THE STEM-DESINENCE BOUNDARY. This is 
true both of the singular/plural opposition ((nós-/nos-), (sirot-/sirót-), etc.) 
and of all the case oppositions (golová etc. 'head', acc. gólovu; volkäm etc., 
nom. völki; stépi etc., loc.; v stepf). All apparent exceptions to these rules 
disappear when one examines the underlying morphophonemic forms: stöl stolä etc. 
'table' turns out to have underlying morphophonemic fixed ending stress (i.e., 
{stol+@ stol+ä} etc.), as does the plural of mésto 'place', mestá mést mestám 
etc. (= (mest*á mest*Ó mest+äm} etc.) Such forms have morphophonemically 
stressed zero endings, and the phonemically stressed stems /stól/, /m'ést/ re- 
sult from lower-level phonetic rules that have nothing to do with grammatical 
meaning.?? Similarly, the apparent intra-stem shift of k6los ‘ear of corn', pl. 
kolós'ja etc., is a redundant concomitant of the partially suppletive plural 
morpheme {-#j}, and, as is well known to Slavists, plural formation is in many 
respects closer to derivation than to flexion. In any case, suppletion is never 
utilized for case formation. 

We can therefore state unequivocally that case oppositions in Russian can be 
marked by only one type of accentual alternation: desinential/stem-initial. with- 
in the singular, the accusative of 2d declension feminines is marked by a left 
shift (i.e., unstressed stems become stressed to mark accusative, e.g. {borod-} 

+ (bórod-)), and within the plural the same shift marks the nominative of mascu- 
line and feminine substantives (e.g. (volk-) + (vólk-), {sveé-} + {svéZ-}, (pe&-) 
+ (pé*-)). The right shift (stressed stems becoming unstressed) is utilized 
within the singular to mark the second locative (e.g. {nös-} + {nos-}, (stép'-) + 
(step'-)), and — to come to the group of words with which this paper is concerned 
— within the plural, it is this same stress shift from stem-initial to desinen- 
tial position which marks the genitive case in words of the type sesträ, kol'có. 
The grammatically relevant stress shift in the type sesträ, kol'có is described 
by exactly the same rule (a stressed) + (-a stressed)/ ..., as was needed to de- 
scribe the number-marking shift and the three more generally known case-marking 
shifts. On the morphophonemic level, therefore, the stress is shifted from the 
stem in séstry séstram etc. to the zero ending of sestér; i.e., the effect of the 


alpha-switching rule is: (s'óst'Wr-) + (s'ost'Wr*$), (kól'&c-) + {kol'#c+#}, 
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(xlópot-) + {xlopot+@}, etc. This, and only this, is a grammatically relevant 
stress shift. Later on in the grammar, lower-level phonetic rules automatically 
move the stress from any stressed {9} to the next left syllable (e.g. nom. (stol- 
Ø} 'table' + /stöl/, cf. gen. (stol*á) > /stalä/; past masc. {v'od+1+} ‘lea' + 
/v'6l/, cf. fem. (v'od414á) + /v'ilä/ etc.; this is a general rule of Russian 
grammar, and need not be spelled out in detail here). Note, incidentally, that 
when we describe the shift of séstry + sestér as one from stem to ending, we 
automatically cover the cases of déti > detéj and Ljüdi + Ljudéj, in which the 
genitive has a 'real' rather than a zero ending (i.e. (dét'-) etc. + (det'4éj), 
like (xlópot-) + {xlopot+$}); these two words would otherwise require special 
treatment. We conclude, therefore, that the morphophonemic place of the stress 
in the genitives sestér, koléc, sudéj, rlopót, etc. is on the zero ending, and 
we note that the rule describing this stress shift is identical (but for differ- 
ing morphological environments, of course) to that which describes all other 
stress shifts (number-marking and case-marking) in the Russian substantive. By 
ordering the rules of the grammar (specifically, by applying the rules for 
number-stem formation before those for case formation), and by seeking gram- 
matical significance only on the morphophonemic level, we effect a considerable 
simplification and generalization of the phonological rules. That this approach 
results not only in a more efficient, but also in a more insightful grammar, can 
be shown by rephrasing the description in terms of marked and unmarked gram- 
matical categories and in terms of Jakobson's theory of the general meanings of 


cases*"; but this must be the subject of a later paper. 
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FOOTNOTES 
! FE. Stankiewicz, "Slavic morphophonemics in its typological and diachronic 
aspects", Current trends in linguistics, 3: Theoretical foundations, The Hague, 
1966, p. 505; cf. the discussion by D. Worth in Current Anthropology, 9, 1968, 
pp. 155-60. 


2 G. Y. Shevelov, "Speaking of Russian stress", Word, 19, 1963, p. 67-81. 


3 Italicized forms are transliterated from Cyrillic. Phonemic transcriptions 


are enclosed in diagonals, morphophonemic transcriptions in curved brackets. The 
hatchmark # represents a morphophoneme ranging over the values 'vowel' and 'zero', 
the latter of which is represented by Ø. Only enough forms are cited from the 
Paradigms to allow unambiguous identification of stress types. 


* The specific syllable to which the stress shifts is entirely predictable: 


number is marked only by shifts from stem (any syllable) to ending, or from end- 
ing to predesinential stem syllable. Note that the number-marking rules must be 
applied before resolution of (4) as a vowel or Ø; more on this below. 


5 This statement of course assumes that the accusative is derived from the nomi- 
native or genitive, with which it is identical for inanimates and animates re- 


spectively; i.e., the accusative is not counted as a phonologically independent 
form. 


6 Note that this nominative-marking shift can occur with stems which have al- 
ready marked the plural stem as a whole by a stress shift from stem to ending. 
The dictionary form of the word for 'wolf' is {völk-}, which becomes {volk-} by 
the alpha-switching rule given above; within the plural, then, the nominative is 
marked by moving the stress back again from ending to stem, i.e. by a rule 

L- stressed] > [+ stressed]/_ {nom}, which, as will become clear, is only a spe- 
cial case of the alpha-switching rule. In other words, the stress of nom. pl. 
völki is only superficially identical to that of nom. sg. völk, gen. sg. vólka 
etc.; morphophonemically, the stress of völkt results from a double stress shift, 
first from stem to ending to mark the plural, and then, within the latter, from 
ending to stem to mark the nominative. 


7 To avoid misunderstandings, it should be emphasized that morphophonemic tran- 


scriptions such as {s'ost'#r-} are only a convenient shorthand for distinctive- 
feature matrices. 


8 The underlying form is {jaj#c-}; when preceded by {j} in a few exceptional 
cases, {#} becomes /i/ when vocalized. 


3 p. N. Ušakov et al., Tolkovyj slovar’ russkogo jazyka, 4 vv., Moscow, 1935-40; 
S. I. OZegov, Slovar’! russkogo jazyka, Moscow, 1949, 19527, 1953°. 


10 AN SSSR, Grammatika russkogo jazyka,l, Fonetika, morfologija, Moscow, 1953, 
$276; S. I. OZegov and A. B. Sapiro, Orfografi®eskij slovar' russkogo jazyka, 
Moscow, 1959"; AN SSSR, Slovar’ russkogo jazyka, 4 vv., Moscow, 1961; AN SSSR, 
Slovar' sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo jazyka, 17 vv., Moscow, 1965; S. I. 
OZegov, op. cit., 1960". 


Il A. V. Isalenko, Die russische Sprache der Gegenwart. Teil I: Formenlehre, 
Halle (Saale), 1962, p. 111. 


12 B. o. Unbegaun, Russian grammar, Oxford, 1957, p. 61. 
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13 L'. Ďurovič, Paradigmatika spisovnej ruštiny, Bratislava, 1964, p. 126f. 


l^ A. A. Zaliznjak, "Udarenie v sovremennom russkom slovoizmenenii", Russkij ja- 
zyk v nacional'noj škole, 1963, No. 2, p. 7-23; ——, "'Uslovnoe udarenie' v rus- 
skom slovoizmenenii", Voprosy jazykoznanija, 1964, No. 1, p. 14-29. 


15 p, Garde, "Pour une théorie de l'accentuation russe", Slavia, 34, 1965, p. 
529-59. 


16 y, A. Red'kin, "Akcentologija", Osnovy postroenija grammatiki sovremennogo 
russkogo literaturnogo jazyka, Moscow, 1966, p. 19-49. 


17 v. A. Red'kin, "Sistema udarenija suffiksal'nyx polnyx prilagatel'nyx v sovre- 
mennom russkom jazyke", Učenye zapiski Instituta slavjanovedenija AN SSSR, 23, 
1962, p. 204-11; ——, "K udareniju imen prilagatel'nyx s suffiksom -n-", Slavjan- 
skaja filologija, 5, 1963, p. 69-84; ——, "K akcentologiZeskomu zakonu Xartmana", 
Kratkie soob&tentja Instituta slavjanovedenija, 41, 1964, p. 55-69; ——, "O po- 
njatii produktivnosti v akcentologii", Russkij jazyk v nactonal'noj škole, 1965, 
No. 2, p. 6-12; ——, "O variantnosti akcentnyx edinic v formax sklonenija rus- 
skogo jazyka", Ceskoslovenská rusistika, 12, 1967, p. 94-9. 


18 N. s. Trubetzkoy, Das morphonologische System der russischen Sprache (= TCLP 
5, 2), Prague, 1934, p. 34. 


19 cf. for example J. Kuryłowicz, "Struktura morfemu", Biuletyn Polskiego 
Towarzystwa Jgzykoznawezego, 7, 1938, p. 10-28; ——, "Sistema russkogo udareni- 
ja", Naukovi zapysky L'vive'koho derZavnoho universitetu, 3 (Serija filolohiéna, 
2), 1946, p. 75-84. 


20 Horace G. Lunt, "On the study of Slavonic accentuation", Word, 19, 1963, p. 
82-99. 


21 Lunt, 96-7. Zemlöj is an unfortunate oversight: the genitive plural of zemlja 
can only be zemél'; and even if it were *zemlej, the e would of course not be 
'inserted' but part of the ending {-ej}. The morphophonemic shape of zemél' is 
{zem'#1'+4}, and that of Lunt's *zeml&6j would be (zeml'4éj). 


22 Lunt's second example of initial/desinential vs. predesinential/desinential 
stress shifts (p. 97) is hard to follow: 'the past forms dál ~ dalä "gave (m. ^ 
f.)" represent INITIAL-SYLLABLE STRESS 'v DESINENTIAL, cf. péredal ~ peredalä 
"handed over". But the non-prefixed verb and such prefixed forms as pódal, prí- 
dal ~ podalä, pridalá "gave, added" can also be looked on as containing PREDESI- 
NENTIAL ^ DESINENTIAL STRESS, and this interpretation gives rise to the substan- 
dard form perédal. How pódal, prfdal can be said to have predesinential stress 
escapes me, and it is equally mysterious why predesinential stress should give 
rise to the NON-predesinential perédal. Perhaps 'predesinential' is an oversight 
for pre-predesinential: this would account for péredal + perédal under the influ- 
ence of pödal, pridal, but it is still hard to see what kind of morphophonemic 
gymnastics could attribute pre-predesinential stress to däl. 


23 Note that the morphophonemic end-stress of /m'ést/ - {mest+%} is confirmed by 
the substandard /m'istóf/ z (mest*óv), evidencing the same parallelism as in 
(det'4éj), (xlopot42), discussed at the end of this paper. 


25 R. O. Jakobson, "Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre: Gesamtbedeutungen der 
russischen Kasus”, TCLP, 6, 1936, p. 240-88; ——, "MorfologiCeskie nabljudenija 
nad slavjanskim skloneniem (sostav russkix padeZnyx form)", American contribu- 
tions to the Fourth International Congress of Slavist8,'s-Gravenhage, 1958, p.127-56. 
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VOWEL ^ ZERO ALTERNATIONS IN RUSSIAN DERIVATION 


Languages which join an elaborate flexional apparatus to a complicated 
System of word-formation — as is the case in the majority of Slavic languages - 
can be described only with the aid of a complex set of morphophonemic entities. 
These entities are of two basic types: items (stems, affixes, boundaries) and 
processes (rules for concatenating items and for describing the phonetic conse- 
quences of such concatenation). The exact border between these two types of 
entity is by no means clear: certain kinds of information can be included in 
either the item or the process part of the morphological description (e.g., the 
palatalization of paired consonants before (e) can be included in the descrip- 
tion of Russian stems, or can be left to the morphophonemic rules of the flex- 
ional system). This is not the place to discuss the appropriate balance betwee 
the specificity of the information contained in the item description versus th: 
of the process rules (complexity in one part of the morphological description 
standing in inverse proportion to that in the other part). Rather, we shall 
examine in some detail one specific morphophonemic entity of contemporary stan- 
dard Russian (CSR), namely the alternating vowel ^ zero morphophoneme, and at- 
tempt to point out some of the differences in the behavior of this entity in 
the flexional and the derivational systems respectively. The present paper is 


intended to be suggestive rather than exhaustive. 


1. Formal Conventions. Throughout this paper, morphophonemic transcriptions ai 
given in curved brackets (), phonemic transcriptions in slants //, and phonetic 
transcriptions in square brackets []. Phonemic transcription is used without 
regard to the question of whether a separate phonemic level exists, as a conver 
ient device for indicating more phonetic detail than can be shown in the morph 
phonemic transcription, but where full phonetic specification would be irrele- 
vant to the point under discussion. The phonetic transcription used here is 
that of R. I. Avanesov, 2 with the exception of the reduced mid central vowel, 
rendered here by (9). The morphophonemic transcription is moderately but not 


optinally "broad"; on the other hand, it is broad in not marking the predictab: 
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Palatalization of paired consonants before (e) or the stress-conditioned reduc- 
tions of non-diffuse vowels, but on the other hand it uses only the relatively 
"narrow" alphabetic system, which cannot represent such generalized morphopho- 
nemes as the alternating {evo} in identical environments (cf. BËJ, BEMUMNA) 
as a single entity — such representation being possible only with a distinctive 
feature notation (* vocalic, - consonantal, - diffuse, - compact). In other 
words, the morphophonemic transcription used in this paper is a compromise be- 
tween accuracy and readability; however, the simplifications involved are not 
relevant to the problems with which the paper is concerned. 

The following symbols are used in this paper: {#} is an alternating vowel 
"^ zero morphophoneme as in JIeHb, gen. OHA, stem {d'#n'} or OKHO, gen. pl. 
ÓkOH, stem {ok#n}. [øg] is the phonetically (and /ø/ the phonemically) zero 
alternant of morphophonemic (48), there where it is necessary for clarity's sake 
to mark this zero alternant explicitly; otherwise, phonemic and phonetic zero 
are shown by the absence of a symbol (the gen. sing. of IleHb thus appearing as 
/d'én'á/, (d'dn'áJ) or simply (d'n'áJ). {%} and {Ø} are morphophonemic symbols 
not in general use; they are introduced in this paper to render the alternating 
vowel œa zero morphophoneme of the derivation system ({%}), as distinguished from 
the flexional (4), with {Ø} representing the zero flexional-level alternant of 
derivational (3), as in derivational {IG%R} from which are generated the flex- 
ional stems (iggr) of nrpä, gen. pl. urp 'game' and (igór*&k) of the diminu- 
tive Mrópka, gen. pl. MrÓpok; like [ø], {Ø} is used only where clarity re- 
quires explicitness (elsewhere, this symbol is simply omitted, e.g. (igr)). 
Stems in the derivational system are given capital letters, those of the flex- 
ional system in lower-case letters. The boundary between stem and affix is 
marked by a plus *, that between stem (simple or complex) and ending by the 
hyphen -. The tilde % means ‘alternating with’. The arrow + indicates that the 
entity to the right thereof is generated from that to the left; arrows with 
superscripts D and 5 indicate that the rules of generation belong to the deriva- 
tional and flexionai systems respectively — e.g., {B%REG} R {béreg} 5 Cb'ér'bk] 
in the nom. sing. of 6@per 'bank'. Stress will be marked on non-monosyllables 
as a matter of convenience, but the stress markings have no systematic import. 


Further conventions will be introduced and explained as required below. 


2. Theoretical Framework. There is no need here to recapitulate the views of 


many scholars who have discussed the interrelations of the derivational and 
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flexional systems.? Instead, we shall summarize the theoretical framework, dis 
cussed in more detail elsewhere," which serves as background for the remarks 
made in this paper. This theoretical framework itself has been advanced only 
tentatively, as a basis for discussion, and may well stand in need of revision; 
however, such revision is unlikely to affect the description of the vowel % zer: 
morphophonemes with which this paper is concerned. 

The morphological system of Russian consists of two hierarchically ordered 
subsystems, derivational and flexional.  Derivation is anterior (in the syn- 
chronic sense) to flexion, since the stems of the flexional system are to a 
large extent the result of items and processes on the derivational level. The 


output of the derivational system serves as the input to the flexional system: 


DERIVATIONAL FLEXIONAL PHONETIC 


SYSTEM SYSTEM REPRESENTATION 


Since the entities of the flexional system are generated by concatenating 
items of the derivational system (stems, affixes) with concomitant morphopho- 
nemic change (truncation, substitutive softening, interfixation, etc.), it is 
clear that the "stems" of the two systems differ considerably, e.g. the flex- 
ional stem {bereg}, which serves to generate all the paradigmatic forms of the 
word O6éper, (b'ér'bk], (b'ér'bga), ..., (b'br'i9gá) etc., cannot serve to 
generate the derived words 6es6péxuun, npH6péxHHhM etc. We assume as a 
postulate, therefore, that every word has a derivational (D-) stem, adequate tc 
generate both the word's flexional stem and the derivational and flexional sten 
of all words derived from the given word. The morphophonemic rules of the flex 
ional system (i.e., morphophonemics in the usual sense) serve to generate pho- 
netic representations out of flexional (F-) stems. The morphophonemic rules of 
the derivational system, which are almost totally uninvestigated, serve two 
functions: they generate flexional stems out of derivational stems, and they 
generate derived (secondary) derivational stems out of their primary bases (Rus 
sian NPOH3BONAMAA OCHOBA). In somewhat simplified form, this theoretical 
framework can be schematized as: 

{D-STEM} Že {F-stem} ~ 

42 


DERIVED) D, 
D-STEM 


phonetic 
representation 


Derived! F- [phonetic 
F-stem representation 
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The D-stem of a word, as is clear from this schema, stands in a predictive rela- 
tion both to its own F-stem (and ultimately to the latter's phonetic representa- 
tion), and to the D-stems, F-stems and phonetic representations of all second- 
ary, tertiary etc. derivatives of the given word as well. 

Against this background, it is clear that the flexional rules will have to 
generate either a full vowel (symbolized here by [v], without for the moment 
considering exactly which full vowels occur in which environments) or no vowel 


(C33) out of the flexional morphophoneme {#}, i.e. 


[v] 


(0) TL 


(without specifying the environments in which the one and the other choice must 
be made; cf. below). It is equally clear, moreover, that the flexional morpho- 
phoneme (4) itself must be generated by a rule of the derivational system out of 
some entity of the derivational stem, namely out of the derivational vowel" zero 
morphophoneme (3). Flexional (4), however, is but one of the three possible 
flexional morphophonemes resulting from derivational {%}, the other two being a 
full vowel (symbolized here by (V), again without considering exactly which full 
vowel obtains in which environments), e.g. {IG%R} + {IGOR+} > {igor+#k}, and the 
absence of any vowel morphophoneme, namely {Ø}, e.g. (B*REG) + {+BYREG+} + (bez* 
bréz+#n-}.° This subset of the D-rules will thus have the form (again without 


specifying environments): 


(v) 

D 
(3) — {Ø} 
{#} 


With these general considerations in mind, we can examine flexional {#} and de- 


rivational {%} in more detail, in sections 3. and 4. respectively. 


3. The Vowel ~ Zero Morphophoneme in Flexion: {#}. Although the facts concern- 
ing the distribution and various phonetic realizations of the vowel ^% zero mor- 
phophoneme in the flexional system of CSR are generally well known, a brief re- 
capitulation may not be out of place here. Stems differ from endings, 

both in the specific vowels which alternate with [Ø] and in the environments 
which condition the choice of [g] or Cv}. Nominal stems generally show /ó/, 
/é/ or their unstressed reductions (COH, gen. CHa ‘sleep’; HeHb, gen. 


OHA 'day'), verb stems these same two vowels (MEUb, past tense masc. 
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XÉ6r, lst pers. sing. pres. *Ty ‘burn') plus /i/ in aspect formation ( NONKH- 
ráTb imperfective 'set fire to'); endings have principally /i/ in verbs (in- 
finitives, HeCTH ‘carry', cf. npouecTb 'read through'; imperatives, HecH! 
'carry!', cf. canp! ‘sit down!') but /o/, /u/, /a/ (all rare) in substantive 
endings (fem. instr. sing. Bonón v BonÓm 'water', HOUbIO 'night'; instr. 
plur. BOHaMMH but JIOWanbMA 'horses'). The choice of full vowel or zero is de- 
termined partially phonetically, partially by paradigm class or stylistically in 
endings, but is conditioned almost exclusively by the phonetic environment in 
the case of stems: segments containing (4) reduce it to [Ø] before segments the 
first or second item of which is a full vowel, but vocalize this (&) to a full 
vowel in all other positions, i.e. before two consonants (nono6páTs, pres. 
non6epy etc. 'pick up'), consonant plus {#} (infinitive Xewb 'burn' = 
{ž#g-t'#} + Zog-t' + [ZéC]; past tense {Z#g-1#} + Zog-1 + CZÓk1), (4) plus con- 
sonant (plural NOHBA etc. of AHO 'bottom' = {dfn+#j-} + dón*j-; instr. sing. 
nÓxbi ‘lie’ = (14Z-8ju) + 16Z-ju + C16ZjuJ), or (4) alone ([d'&n'-8) + td'én' J) 
It must be emphasized that the occurrence of vowel ~ zero alternations is 
not automatic, that is, not predictable from the environment in which a stem oc- 
curs (the realization of the vowel ^% zero morphophoneme as [v] or [ø], on the 
other hand, is predictable), although the occurrence of {#} is more nearly pre- 
dictable in some form classes than in others. In masculine substantives the 
occurrence of (4) is largely unpredictable: cTpenók, cTpeJkà 'gunner' 
({strel#k-}) vs. Mrpók, MrpokKá ‘gambler' ((igrok-)), both animate; nJlaTÓK, 
DJaTKà 'kerchief' ({plat#k-}) vs. uenHÓkK, venHokä 'canoe' ({Zolnok-}), both 
inanimate; Kawenb, KauyIA 'cough' ((kÁS41'-)) vs. CKöGenb, CKOGeNA 'spoke- 
shave' ({skébel'-}); peMéHb, PeMHA ‘strap’ ({rem'#n'-}) vs. AUMEHb, AUMEHS 
‘barley’ ({ja@men'-}); COnoBéA, CONOBbA 'nightingale' ({solov'#j-}) vs. ny- 
panéa, nyparés 'nincompoop' ((duraléj-]); Ha&M, HáfiMa "hiring" ((najím-)) 
vs. NO&M, noéMa 'meadow flooded in Spring' ({pojöm-}). The appearance of the 
"mobile vowel" — i.e., the existence of morphophonemic (4) — is more nearly pre- 
dictable in the gen. pl. of feminines and neuters, but not entirely so: 6ónun, 
gen. pl. 66eH "'slaughterhouse' ({béj#n'-}) vs. O66AMa, O66AM ‘cartridge 
clip' ({oböjm-}); TioppmMa, TÉÓpeM 'prison' ({t'ur'#m-}) vs. nánbMa, n&nbM 
'palmtree' ((pál'm-)); k$kna, kjkon 'doll' ({kük#l-}) vs. urna, urn 'needle' 
((igi-); cynb6á, cyné6 'fate' ({sud'#b-}) vs. npócb6a, npócb6 'request' 
({pröz'b-}); anpó, Anep 'kernel' ({jad'#r-}) vs. (plural only) HéÉnpa, H&np 
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‘womb, bosom' ({nédr-}). In the short form masc. of adjectives, the appearance 
of a mobile vowel is largely but still not entirely predictable: GEICTPUR, 
SECTP ({bistr-}) vs. ÓCTpHÄ, ocTép (and ÓcTp) 'sharp' ({ést'#r-}); nömnem 
nów 'vile' ((pódl-)) vs. cBéTnauB, cBéTen ‘light, clear' ({svét'#1-}). Since 
the existence of morphophonemic {#} can in many cases not be predicted from its 
environment (e.g., the /ö/ of CTpenök cannot be explained by the impossibility 
of a terminal cluster /lk/, cf. NOJIK, WERK, etc.), internal consistency re- 
quires that it be stated explicitly as part of the morphophonemic transcription 


of every stem and ending in which it occurs. 


4. The Vowel Zero Morphophoneme in Derivation. Whereas the vowel ~% zero alter- 
nations in Russian flexion are fairly straightforward and systematic, at least 
in stems, those of Russian derivation are somewhat more complicated. An exami- 
nation of word-families in terms of the vowel % zero alternations occurring 
therein brings to light two principal classes of alternation: 

(1) there are words in which the vowel 'v zero alternation of the flexional 
stem of the base is eliminated in the derivational process, (4) being replaced 
either by a full vowel (type 6$7n1ka, gen. pi. 69nOK ‘bun', diminutive 6j 1ouka) 
or by zero (type ZiÉÓH, JIbHa 'flax', derived adjective JIbDHOBHIA 'flaxen'), i.e. 
in which we have the derivational alternations (4) ~ (V) and (4) ~ (9) respec- 
tively; 

(2) in other word-families, there are no vowel ^% zero alternations on the 
flexional level, but such alternations appear when one flexional stem is com- 
pared to another, a full vowel of the base corresponding to a zero in the de- 
rived form (type Mé6eJb, Mé6enM 'furniture', MeÓJIMpOBÓTb 'to furnish') or 
vice versa (type HTpä, gen. pl. Hrp  'game', diminutive MrÓpka), i.e. in 
which one has the derivational alternation (V) ~ {8} ((2) ~ {v}). 


We shall examine these two classes of alternation in 4.1 and 4.2 below. 


4.1. (NS) ~ (V) and (9) ~ {Ø} Altemations in Derivation. The rules for vocali- 
D D 

zation ({#} + {v}) and elimination ({#} > {6}) of (4) in derivational bases are 

generally similar to those governing the behavior of (8) in flexion, but there 


are certain striking differences. 


4.1.1. Alternations before consonants. Stems containing {#} vocalize it to a 
full vowel before suffixes beginning with a consonant (i.e., a [- vocalic, * 


P - D A 
consonantal] segment): Garp, gen. Garpa ({bag#r-}) 'hook, gaff' + GarOpumk 
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((bagórSGik-)) ‘fisherman etc. using a gaff', ZÓnka, gen. pl. nÓnok ((1ódWk-]) 
D ^ - - ^ 
'boat' ^ NONOUHHK ({16doSn'ik-}) 'boatsman', KOBép, kKOBpà ({kov'#r-}) 'car- 
D - 
pet' + KOBÉpudHk ({kov'örfik-}) ‘little carpet', etc. There do not appear to be 


any exceptions to this rule. 


4.1.2. Alternations before full vowels. Less stable is the behavior of {#} be- 
fore derivational suffixes beginning with a full vowel (i.e., a [+ vocalic, - 

consonantall segment). Ordinarily, derivational stems containing (4) eliminate 
it before vocalic suffixes, but there are a number of exceptions to this general 


rule. A look at several typical suffixes makes this clear. 


The suffix (*ást(ij)). One finds the expected elimination of (4) in ron, gen. 
yrnà ({ug#l-}) ‘corner, angle’ i yrnácTuB ((uglást-)) 'angular', BuxÓp, 
BMXpà ({v'ix#r-}) 'cowlick' 3 BMXpácTHRM ({v'ixrast~}) 'with a cowlick', etc., 
but a seemingly unmotivated vocalization of (4) in no6, n6a ({l#b-}) ‘forehead’ 
: no6ácTuhR ({lobäst-}) 'with a prominent forehead' and kÓpeub, KÖPHA 
((kór'éin'-)) ‘root’ 2 KOpeHácTHfÁ ((kor'enást-)) 'thickset, stumpy' (on the 


reasons for such anomalies, cf. below). 


The suffix {tik}. Derivational stems which contain a full vowel in the first 
syllable and a (4) in the second, eliminate the (4) as would be expected in deri- 
vation before the (dimin.) vocalic suffix (-ik-): Ko3&n, gen. Ko3nA ({koz'#1-}) 
‘goat’ * x63ZHMK ((kózl'ik-)]) "small goat', and similarly OpÉn, opna 'eagle' p 
ópnnk, océn, ocná 'donkey' > 6cnuk, xox6n, xoxná 'cowlick' 9 XÓxnHk, 
«exón, uexJá 'case' D uéxnuk, KOBÉp, KOBpä 'carpet' D KOBPHK, NOMÖTB, 
AOMTA 'round (of bread)' D AÓMTHMK'slice'. However, derivational stems which 
contain no full vowel, but only (4) ("non-syllabic stems" in Jakobson's terminol- 
ogy),’ vocalize this (4) even before the vocalic suffix {-ik-}: 7106, n6a 'fore- 
head' $ nó6ukK; POB, pBa 'ditch' > pOBHK; néc, nca 'dog' R nécuK; POT, 


D , 
pTa 'mouth' + pOTHK. 


The suffix (+ist(ij)}. The adjective-forming suffix (-ist-] is more regular in 
its effect on the {#} of derivational bases than the diminutive {-ik-}. 

The great bulk of derivational bases containing (4) eliminate it before 
{-ist-}: cTé6enb, CTé6NA 'stem' D ere6nácTuh 'many-stemmed'; KÓpeHb, KÖPHS 
'root' ? KOPHÄCTHIA; KÓrOTb, KÖTTA 'claw' 2 kortäctun; HÖTOTb, HOrTA 
'nail' 9 HOTTACTUA; pyuén, pyubá ({rué#j-}) ‘stream’ R pyubAcTHA 


((rufjíst-)). Derivational bases containing only (4) do not vocalize it before 
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+ D e D a 
(-ist-): nén, nba 'ice' + NAbOHCTHA; NeHb, NHA ‘stump' > NMHHCTHA; MOX, 
D ^ z 
MXaà (and MÓxa) 'moss' + MWMCTHA. Only KáMeHb, KÁMHA 'stone' and cTÜneHub, 
cTyneH&A 'galantine' vocalize the {#} of their stems before this suffix, giving 


KaMeHAMCTHH and cTyIleHÁAcTHh. 


The suffixes {+ iš#k-}, {+ yš#k-}. Standard grammars, such as that of the Soviet 
Academy, list two suffixes in /iSk/, a diminutive -y&8ko and a scornful, ironic 
-iBka (from feminines and animate masculines) 'v -iSko (from neuters and inani- 
mate masculines). These suffixes would require a separate study, since the 
existing descriptions do not give an adequate picture of either their formal or 
their semantic features (e.g., stem-final consonants of the derivational bases 
are sometimes softened, sometimes not: POT, pTa ({r#t-}) 'mouth' gives the 
diminutive POTHUKO, but QOH, IHa ({d#n-}) 'bottom' has the diminutive HÖHbIN- 
KO). Most of the -a declension derivatives show (4) > (9), e.g. SEMNA, gen. 
pl. 3eMénb ({zem'#1'-}) 'earth' D seunimka (pejorative), näpeHb, rnápus 
({par’#n'-}) ‘lad’ 3 napnäuma, CTaTbA, gen. pl. craref ({stat'#j-}) 'arti- 
cle' 3 cTaTbíuiKka ({stat'jíš#k-}); Cynb6ÓÁ, gen. pl. Cyn&6 ({sud'#b-}) ‘fate’ R 
Cynb6hlka; only the "non-syllabic" nen, nbna ({1'#d-}) 'ice' vocalizes {#} in 
nemiauka ‘piece of ice'. The -o declension derivatives are less consistent: {#} 
is eliminated in the cases of NMHCbMO, gen. pl. nficem ({p'is'#m-}) 'letter' D 
nAcsMhuko, cennö, cénen ({s'od'#1-}) 'saddle' > céjgUIMUKO, and the non- 
syllabic 7106, nGa ({l#b-}) * forehead’ p NGHWKO, but vocalized in POT, pra 
((rit-)) 'mouth' R POTHUKO, noH, nHa ({d#n-}) 'bottom' R ZÓHBUIKO, and CjnHO, 
gen. pl. CynLÓB ‘boat' (with suppletive loss of {-#n-}, but cf. CjHHO, gen. pl. 
CyneH "'bedpan', obliging one to posit {sud’#n}) Ld CynÉHBukKO, pejorative and 
diminutive 'boat'; finally, cTeKnO, gen. pl. cTéKon ({st'ok#l-}) 'glass' has 
both CTËKJIMIIKO and cCTeKOmaukoO, the former having the meaning both of a di- 
minutive of ‘glass’ and of ‘piece of glass', the latter being rather dialectal 


and an affectionate diminutive. 


The suffix {+ ov(6j)}, {+ dv(tj)}. The adjective-forming suffix {-ov-} causes 
the {#} of derivational bases to be eliminated everywhere where the base contains 
a full vowel in addition to (4), e.g. OrÓHb, OTHA 'fire' g orHeBÓR, kÓpeHb, 
KOPHA 'root' D kopuenón, ron, yrnà 'corner' 2 yrZüoBÓR, KoTén, korná 
'caüldron' P KOTNÖBHA, KOBép, KOBpa 'carpet' 9 KOBPOBHIA. Morphophonemic 


(4) of the base is also eliminated in a few non-syllabic bases (JIÉH, mbHa 'flax' 
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p JIbHOBHA, néc, nca ‘dog' > ncóBBH), but is more frequently vocalized, as 
in 106, n6a 'forehead' D no6osón ‘frontal’, nën, JIbHa "'ice' z nenosón 
(and NnenöBuf), poT, pTa 'mouth' R POTOBOA, MOX, MXa (and MÓXa) 'moss' 3 
MOXOBÓR. 

The erratic behavior of (4) is apparent from the sampling of suffixes just 
adduced. In some cases, of course, the historical causes of the appearance of 
(V) where we would expect {Ø} from {#} are clear: an original full vowel of the 
stem has been supplanted by the alternating vowel ~% zero morphophoneme (4): kå- 
MeHb, KÁMHH is an innovation from an older -n-stem (cf. OCS kamy, gen. kamene) , 
and one can assume that KAM@HACTHA was formed before (e) > (4); similarly, ko- 
peHácTHhH was presumably formed before the full vowel (cf. OCS korenb, gen. 
korene) had become [4 ) in KOpeHb, kÓpus. It is tempting to assume that nend- 
BHA (NeNOBÖA), nensHÓR, and Jiénmauka were formed before Old Russian end, 
Jleny had become meg, bua but NbRAHa (nbnÁuHKa) and NbBHÄCTUA after 
this change; however, without a detailed historical study of derivation, such 
speculation about relative chronology can have no more scientific value than that 
about "morphological analogy" or "leveling", the results of which appear equally 
capricious (Russian weeu, WBeua, Ukrainian wBeu, wWeBuf, Polish szewc, 
szewca, etc.). In any case, such explanations cannot account for forms like 
MOXOBOR from MOX, MXa (MOxa) < MbXb and POTOBÖR from POT, pra < 
PbTb, and even if — as is unlikely — such a neat historical explanation turned 
out to cover all the above cases, there is no apparent way to convert this histo- 
rical knowledge into a morphophonemic description of the modern language. We are 
left, then, with such anomalous pairs as poTHuKO and n6&Auko, no6ácTHh and 
yrnácTruAa, cTyLReHACTHRM and cTeÓZzücTHA, NeENOBHA and JbHÓBHH, etc. 

The only generalization (concerning the vocalization vs. elimination of (4) 
in derivation) permitted by the facts so far is that there is a tendency to vo- 
calize non-syllabic bases (i.e., to avoid the non-syllabic form of stems contain- 
ing {#}) in derivation. This tendency becomes a law only before the suffix 
{-ik}, which requires that the stress fall on the pre-suffixal syllable, whence 
nó6uk, NécHK, POBHK, POTHK; otherwise, variation is the rule, cf. IOGÁCTHA 
but N6AWKO, KOpeHSCTHA but kopuficTuR, nen6BHA and Jienfaka but mona 
and JbAACTBÁ, etc. Whereas we saw in 4.1.1. that (4) invariably becomes (v) 
before a consonantal suffix, 4.1.2. has now shown us that (4) does not always be- 


come {Ø} before a vocalic suffix. In 4.1.3., we shall see what happens to (4) 
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before suffixes beginning with a segment which is neither consonantal nor vocalic, 


namely (9). 


4.1.3. Alternations before {#}. Stems containing (4) as penultimate segment in- 
variably vocalize this (4) to a full vowel before suffix-initial (4). Such se- 
quences of two vowel ~% zero morphophonemes occur occasionally in the formation of 
adjectives in (4n) and frequently in the formation of diminutives in (Wk) (mas- 
culines in -Ok and feminines in -ka). Examples of adjectives: 3akfcka 
({zakGs#k-}) 'appetizer' + 3akKjcouHBM ({zakGsof#n-}),° y6öpka ((ubór&k-)) 
'harvesting' + yOOpounpA ((ubórociin-)), AMTBE ((l'it&j-)) ‘casting’ > nuTeA- 
HAA ((l'itéjén-)), ceMbA ({sem#j-}) 'family' + cewémuun ({seméj#n-}), etc. 
Incidentally, in the last two examples it is clear that contrary to the Academy 
grammar (I, p. 344), there is nothing unusual about the formation of adjectives 
in -n- from jot-stem substantives; preterminal (4) is vocalized as in the case of 
all other sequences of (4) in successive syllables. Examples of diminutive sub- 
stantives: KyCÓK ({kus#k-}) 'piece' + kycÓuek ({kusog#k}), $ron ((ügs1-)) 
'corner' + yronók ({ugol#k-}), pyuén ({ruc#j-}) 'stream' > pywueék ((rucejWk-)) 
Oynka ({bil#k-}) ‘bun’  6$nouxa ((büloc4k-]), nbnáuka ({1'd'in#k-}) ‘piece of 
ice' + nbBuHMuowuka ({1'd'inof#k-}), 3emnf~ ((zemél'-)) ‘earth' + 3eménbKa 


({zemél'#k-}), etc.? 


4.2. (V) ~ (2) and {Ø} ~ (V) alternations in derivation. In all the vowel ^ zero 
alternations discussed above, the base form upon which the flexional or deriva- 
tional rules operated contained the morphophoneme (4); the behavior of this 
entity in derivation was quite similar to that in flexion (although not iden- 
tical; cf. nÓó6uk, póTHK for the expected *N6HK, *pTHK). The flexional 
system has no parallel for the type of alternation which we shall now examine, 
however. 

Russian contains a good many word families manifesting a type of vowel ^% 
zero alternation which as far as I know has not been mentioned in the literature. 
These are sets of derivationally related words in which one member of the set 
contains a full vowel in its flexional stem (e.g. MéÓ6enb, Mé6ennH 'furniture') 
but the other member no vowel — i.e., the stem vowel of the derivational base is 
"lost", as it were, in the process of derivation (cf. ME6NHPOBATB ‘to furnish’). 
In other cases, the opposite situation obtains: a flexional stem without a vowel 


acquires one in the course of entering a derived stem, e.g. urpa, gen. pl. urp 
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'game' > diminutive MrÓpka, adj. HTÖPHEA, etc. Alternations of the first type 
((V) + (2)) appear to be completely idiosyncratic, but those of the second type 
({@} + (v)) are largely predictable in terms of the morphophonemic structure of 
the suffix with which they are combined. A sampling of each type will be pre- 


sented below. 


4.2.1. (V) > {Ø} alternations.  Alternations of this type are due to the various 
time depths and source languages of borrowings, which of course does not simplify 
their description in CSR. Examples of such alternations: TaGenb, gen. TaGena 
‘table (of ranks, etc.)' ((tábel'-)) > Ta6nÁua ‘table, plate’ ((tabl'íc-)); 
Kädenb, Ka6eNA ‘cable’ ({käbel'-}) + Ka6norpämma 'cablegram' ((kablográmm-]); 
pákerb, paxengz ‘knife to scrape ink from typeface’ ({rakel'-}) + paKnitcr 
‘printing shop foreman' ({rakl'ist-}); ck66enb, cK66enA ‘spokeshave' ({sko- 
bel'-]) ^ cko6nüTb ‘scrape, plane' ((skobl'i-)); M&eGenb, mMeGenu ‘furniture’ 
((mébel'-)) + Me6nupOBaTb 'to furnish' ((mebl'irová-)); wa6ep, uáGepa 
‘plane’ ({Säber-}) + wAaO6puHTb ‘to plane' ({Säbr'i-}). In other, phonetically 
similar or even identical cases, the vowel of the original stem is preserved in 
the derived forms (this is especially true of derived verbs), e.g. MONENb, MO- 
nern 'model' ((modél'-)) + MomneníápoBaTb 'to model' ((model'írova-)) and simi- 
larly wTa6enb, wra6ena 'stack, pile' + uTa6enípoBaTb, HÄKENb, HäKkena 
'nickel' > HHKeIMpOBáTb, KapTenb, kapTÓmM 'cartel'- KapTeJÁpoBaTb, etc. 
Words in the one and the other group (i.e., alternating and non-alternating) do 
not appear to be marked in any way phonetically, for example by non-sharping of 
consonants before (e). One must conclude therefore that pairs like Monenb > 
MOHEJIHPOBaATb and M&EGenb + MeOJIMpOBÓÁTb are already distinctively marked on 


the level of the derivational stem, i.e. as 
(MODÉL') — {modé1'-} 
(MODEL') — (model'írova-) 

on the one hand and 
(MÉBAL') — (mébel'-) 
{MEBGL'} + (mebl'irová-) 


on the other. Similarly, the flexional stems of HÄKENB, wräßenp, KapTéJb 
are derived from underlying stems which also contain a full vowel ((E)), whereas 


Ta6enb, ckÓG6enb, waGep, although their flexional stems contain the full vowel 
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(e) just as do those of the first three words, must derive this {e} not from a 


full vowel, but from the derivational-level vowel % zero morphophoneme (3$). 


4.2.2. (f) + (V) alternations. Alternations of the second type, i.e. in which 
the base word contains no vowel in a terminal cluster, but where such a vowel 
appears in derived forms, are more nearly predictable on phonetic grounds. Such 
alternations are particularly frequent (relatively speaking; there are in general 
not very many such words) in words containing velar + liquid clusters, e.g.: with 
(gr), urpä, gen. pl. urp 'game' ((igr-)) > diminutive Mrópka ((igórWk-)); 
BéHrp, -a 'Hungarian' ((véngr-)) + feminine BeHr&pka ({vengér#k-}) and adj. 
BEHTEPCKUA; with (gl), urna, gen. pl. urn (ligl-}) + dimin.urönka (ligöol- 
#k-}), adjective HT ÓJIBHHB ; Kern, more often plur. Kernn, gen. Kernen 
‘skittles’ ((kégl'-)) + adj. kerenpHuuf ({kegel’#n-}); with (kr), ACKpa, gen. 
pl. ucKp 'spark' ({iskr-}) + dimin. Ackopka ({iskor#k-}), WAHKP, -a ‘chancre' 
((Sánkr-)) + adj. waHKepHHA ((Sánkersn-)); with {kl}, nyKna, gen. pl. nyKnen 
‘curls' (= 6OYKNH) for which Dal’ gives the derived adjective NYKONbHHIA was 
the only example which could be found. Examples with the clusters (xr) and {x1} 
are of dubious validity in CSR: 6apaxnó ‘trash’ forms a derived substantive 
Gapaxönka ‘flea market', but since the base has no plural, one cannot assume 
that its stem is (baraxl-) rather than {barax#l-} (i.e., one cannot determine 
whether one has to do with the alternation of (V) with {Ø} or with {#}); finally, 
Maxöpka ‘cheap tobacco' ({maxor#k-}) is undoubtedly derived from Maxpa, but 
since the latter is without a plural, one is left in the same uncertainty as with 
6apaxnó. 

The cluster (kv) shows the same alternation as those above, e.g. THKBa, gen. 
pl. THKB 'pumpkin' ((tíkv-)) + dimin. THKOBKa ((tíkov&k-)), OykBa, GOYKB 
'letter' ((bükv-)) > 6ykoBka ({bGkov#k-}); cMÓkBa 'fig' and KJIÓKBa 'cran- 
berries' have no plurals, but can by phonetic analogy with TÉKBa and 6yKBa 
be assumed to have the stems (smókv-) and (kl'ükv-) respectively, and form CMO- 
xÓBHMHua 'figtree' ((smokóvn'ic-)) and the dimin. Ksm0KOBKa ((kl'ükovttk-]). 
The same alternation appears in some derived adjectives, e.g. TÉKOBHHf beside 
TÄKBEHHUA, KJIDKOBHHB (Dal') beside KJIĎKBEHHHÄ, but only 6YKBeCHHHA. 

The {ø} ^ (V) alternation is somewhat less frequent in words not containing 
velars in the final cluster. The group stop * liquid takes an "inserted" vowel 
in derivation in several borrowed words, e.g. with (str), MarAcTp 'master' 


({magistr-}) + MarícTépcTBO and MarfácTÉpckHM, MMHÁCTp 'minister' + 
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MMHMCTÉpCTBO 'ministry'; with (bl), Kopä6nb 'ship' ({korabl'-}) + kopa- 
6énbHHH 'naval' and KOpaGénpmuK 'sailor', HMpMXá67Zb 'dirigible' + adj. 
AMpMXá6eJbHHf . 

Other clusters occur only in isolated examples, e.g. 6é3nHa, gen. pl. 
6é3nH 'abyss' ({bézn-}) + 6esnÓuunn ({bezd6n#n-});!° nónMa, gen. pl. nónmM 
‘area flooded in Spring' ({pöjm-}) + no&MHHBM and noéMucTHH, both 'flooded in 
Spring' ({pojémtn-}, {pojöm'ist-}).!! 

Most of the above clusters have consisted of an obstruent stop followed by 
a non-obstruent or {v}. The alternation {Ø} + (V) appears in a cluster of con- 
tinuant + obstruent stop only in the two words C/ljX6a, gen. pl. CAy*X6 'ser- 
vice' ((slüZb-)) + cnyxé6nun 'official' ({slu%éb#n-}) and TAXx6Ga (no plur., 
but presumedly * TAx6) "lawsuit' ((t'áZb-)) + TAeGHHRA 'legal' ((t'áZebiin-)); 
the word ycänb6a 'estate' has two plurals, ycäub6 and ycäue6, and forms 
the derived adjective ycäne6HuA, which therefore shows both the {ø} > (v) al- 
ternation like cnyx6a, cnyx6, cnyxé6uuA and the (4) + {v} alternation, like 
e.g. cBanbo6a, gen. pl. cBane6 ‘wedding’ > adj. cBáne6uun. 

Examination of the above alternations in terms of distinctive features 
sheds a certain amount of light on the regularities underlying the alternations. 
Thus, of the two + consonantal segments interrupted by the inserted (v) in deri- 
vation, the first is usually * compact, and the second either - compact (/kv/, 
/Zb/) or not marked for compactness (/kr/, /kl/, /gr/, /gl/). Furthermore, the 
first consonant of such clusters is usually marked by more * features than the 
second, and there where the number of * features is equal, those of the first 
consonant occur earlier ("higher") in the feature matrix.!? The only general- 
ization permitted by these observations is that the inserted (v) tends to occur 


in clusters of decreasing feature complexity. 
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FOOTNOTES 
l An earlier version of this paper formed part of a report "On the morphopho- 
nemics of derivation" presented at the first meeting of the Association Inter- 
nationale de Phonologie in Vienna, August-September 1966. The research upon 
which the paper is based was supported by the United States Air Force under 
Project RAND. 


? R. I. Avanesov, Fonetika sovremennogo russkogo literaturnogo jazyka (Moscow, 
1956); Avanesov's symbols are transliterated in the usual way. 


3 See, for example, V. V. Vinogradov, "Slovoobrazovanie v ego otno$enii k gram- 
matike i leksikologii", Voprosy teorii i istorii jazyka v svete trudov I. V. 
Stalina po jazykoznaniju (Moscow, 1952), pp. 99-152; A. V. IsaCenko, "O vzájom- 
ných vzt'ahoch medzi morfológiou a deriváciou", Jazykovedný Gasopis (Bratislava), 
7 (1953), pp. 200-213; E. Stankiewicz, "The interrelation of paradigmatic and 
derivational patterns", Word, 18 (1962), pp. 1-22. 


* "The notion of 'stem' in Russian flexion and derivation", To Honor Roman 


Jakobson, Volume III (The Hague, 1967), pp. 2269-2288. 


? All such derivations and rules describing them are rendered only very in- 
formally in this paper, as the precise types and order of the rules which will 
most neatly generate flexional stems from derivational stems remain to be worked 
out. The derived stem {bezbréZ#n-} is formed by concatenating {brég} (from 
{B%REG}) with the discontinuous affix {bez+...+#n-}. 


6 The most complete description of these alternations is to be found in H. L. 
Klagstad's unpublished doctoral dissertation "Vowel-Zero Alternations in Con- 
temporary Standard Russian" (Harvard University, 1954). 


7 R. Jakobson, "Russian conjugation", Word, 4 (1948), pp. 155-167. 


8 A narrow morphophonemic transcription of the flexional stem of those adjec- 
tives which have no short forms could do without (4); however, rather than posit 
two derivational suffixes, (in) and (n), it seems reasonable to posit a single 
suffix (4n); since in the case of the full-form-only adjectives this sequence 
will never occur in the environment (  -4), the (4) of the suffix will never 
be vocalized. 


9 For discussion of the optimal framework within which to describe these vocal- 
izations, see D. S. Worth, "On cyclical rules in derivational morphophonemics", 
Phonologie der Gegenwart (Vienna, 1967), pp. 173-186. 


10 rncidentally, the (d) of this form provides an additional argument in favor of 
the theoretical framework adopted in this paper: there is no reason to posit the 
existence of a (d) in the flexional stem of 6&3nHa taken alone, since no pho- 
netic (d) appears in the word's paradigm; on the other hand, there is no non ad 
hoc way to derive 6e306HHHIA from a stem without this (d). In other words, it 
is clear that the processes of derivation operate at a level deeper than that of 
the flexional stem. 


il Both the derived adjectives were actually formed from the dialectal substan- 
tive nOoÉM, gen. noéma ({pojöm-}), which does not of course affect the fact 
that they are synchronically derived from nOAMa. 


12 These remarks utilize the distinctive feature matrix suggested by M. Halle, 
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The sound pattern of Russian ('s-Gravenhage, 1959), p. 46. The nasality, con- 
tinuant, voicing and sharping features, which clearly play no role in the alter- 
nations being discussed, are omitted. 
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"SURFACE STRUCTURE" AND "DEEP STRUCTURE" 


IN SLAVIC MORPHOLOGY 


0. In linguistic descriptions the term "surface structure" refers to sets of 
facts which are more or less amenable to direct observation, whereas "deep struc- 
ture" refers to sets of hypothetical constructs assumed to underlie the surface; 
a statement about deep structure is in effect an hypothesis designed to explain 
in an intuitively satisfactory and economical manner the directly observable sur- 
face facts. Statements about surface structure can be proved true or false by 
observational tests, but statements about deep structure cannot be tested direct- 
ly; their validity can only be estimated (in a largely subjective and hence un- 
satisfactory manner) in terms of the amount of insight, clarity, and efficiency 
with which the given hypothesis accounts for the surface data. For example, it 
is a matter of verifiable surface structure that the gen. sing. of Czech stůl, 
vitr are stolu, větru and that the gen. plur. of dfÍlo, moucha are dël, much, but 
such simple observation cannot explain the apparent contradiction in the morpho- 

phonemic vowel alternations in these words: the "long" vowels (length being 

| coupled with qualitative alternations in some cases) /ü/, /Í/ (as opposed to /o/, 
/je/) appear before the zero ending in the nom. sing. stil, vítr, but it is the 
short vowels /u/, /e/ (as opposed to /ou/, /i/) which appear before the zero end- 
ing of the gen. plur. much, dél. The explanation of such phenomena must be 
sought in the deep structure underlying them, i.e. in some hypothesis about the 
morphophonemic entities and rules which give rise to the observed data. For ex- 
ample, one might assume that the stems of these words have the forms {stol}, 
(v&tr),! (moux), (d'í1) and that Czech morphophonemics contains an "alpha-switch- 
ing rule"? a-long + -a-long/ — $, i.e. a rule to the effect that whatever the 
length of the stem vowel in this class of stems, it is reversed before the zero 
ending (long vowels becoming short and short vowels becoming long). Applied to 
the four stems in question, this rule will yield the correct phonemic shapes 
/stal/, /vitr/, /mux/, /d'el/ before the zero endings while leaving the stem 
forms /stol-/, /vjetr-/, /moux-/, /d'Íl-/ before syllabic endings.? However, the 
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existence of such a rule cannot be proved or disproved, but merely accepted (or 
rejected) as being more (or less) reasonable and economical in comparison with 


competing solutions." 


0.1. The terms "deep" and "surface" should be understood not as polar absolutes, 
but relatively; what is deep from one point of view is superficial from another. 
In Russian phonology, for example, stem vowels /ó/ and /a/ of nom. sing. slövo 
and nom. plur slová (= /slóva/, /slavá/) are superficial in relation to the mor- 
phophonemic (o) which underlies them in the stem {slov}, but the phoneme /ó/ is 
itself an element of relatively deep structure compared to its phonetic represen- 
tations [öJ and (6:Jj in nom. sing. slóvo and prep. sing. slöve (= [slöva], 
(sló'v'bJ). The Czech adj. sborový is deeper than its derivative sborovost, but 
less deep than its base 8bor. The syntactic string "Verb plus noun phrase" is 
superficial in comparison to the "Verb phrase" from which it is derived, but 
deeper than all further derived strings. The deeper an entity or a rule lies in 
the hierarchy of the linguistic system, the farther is it removed from verifiable 
physical fact and the greater is the area of physical fact for which it is, so to 
speak, responsible; "deep" thus means abstract and general, while "surface" means 
concrete and specific. Significance and verifiability thus stand in a kind of 
complementary distribution: statements about surface structure are verifiable but 
relatively insignificant, while those about deep structure are (at least poten- 


tially) significant but relatively unverifiable. 


0.2. The concept of deep and surface structure can be useful in the description 
not only of such specific linguistic entities as phonemes or syntactic strings, 
but also of the components of the linguistic system (i.e. the apparatus of items 
and processes by which one wishes to describe a language) itself. The subsystems 
of which a linguistic system consists are hierarchally organized; in a generative 
description (the term is not used in a precise mathematical sense) a deeper com- 
ponent has as its output entities which serve as input to a less deep component. 
In syntax, for example, the base component outputs strings which serve as the 
material upon which the transformational component operates. As we shall try to 
show in this paper, an analogous situation obtains in morphology, where the 
deeper derivational component outputs entities (flexional stems) which serve as 
input to the less deep flexional component. Deep and superficial components are 


interdependent, as Stankiewicz has pointed out;? the entities and operations of 
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the derivational subsystem are meaningful only when taken together with those of 
the flexional system, since the latter stands as a structural link between the 


former and phonetic reality. Neither system can be evaluated in isolation from 


the other. 


0.3. In a particular linguistic description, the number and types of "layers" of 
deep structure, and the formal characteristics of the items and processes on and 
between these layers, constitute an hypothesis about the structure of that part 
of the linguistic system dealt with by the description. A generative description 
formalizes such an hypothesis by means of an ordered set of statements that pro- 
ceeds from deeper to less deep layers of structure (from abstract to concrete, 
from generalities to specifics), resulting in a set of statements that can be 
matched against physical data (sounds, writing). The deepest elements in such a 
description are the initial entities upon which the first set of rules operates; 
the result of applying the first set of rules to these deepest entities is a 
secondary set of less deep entities, etc., etc. The elements of such a descrip- 
tion are thus of two orders: entities, and operations performed upon entities 
(Hockett's items and processes). As we have argued elsewhere? and shall show 
again in this paper, there exist certain types of information which can be for- 
malized equally well as entities or as operations, and it is no simple matter to 
weigh the advantages of incorporating this type of information into the one or 
the other component of the description.’ This is especially true of Slavic mor- 
phology, where the complicated interrelations of derivation and flexion have 
hardly been explored. Furthermore, it is an unfortunate fact that most existing 
descriptions of derivation are content to list the dictionary forms of bases and 
derived words, with little or no attention to the precise formulation of stems of 
these words or to the morphophonemic operations which change the base stem to the 
derived stem. And yet it is only when one begins to describe derivational pro- 
cesses with precision that one realizes what great areas of ignorance are leaped 
over by such phrases as "is derived from." If vfbeg is derived from both vybe- 
gát' and vfbeZat',? by virtue of what rules, operating on what stems, does it 
choose its stress from the perf. but its consonantism from the imperf. verb? How 
does the subst. výbojka acquire unsharped /b/ and low /a/ (= (o}), neither of 
which occurs in either of its bases, Ufbit'-— vybivát'? Why is zaválina derived 
from the imperf. 2aválivat' but podpálina from the perf. podpalft'?!0 1£ ogárok 
is derived from obgorét', what happened to the /b/?!! How is it that Avstrija + 
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âk results in avetriják, but Prüssija+äk in prussäk, not *prussijäk? If adding 
éj to bogátyj produces bogatój, why does it result in gramotéj and not *gramotnéj 
when added to grámotnyj? Why is a young &itka an uténok, not an *ußönok, whereas 
a young völk appears as a vol26nok, not a volénok? Etc., etc. The fact that we 
have perfectly good historical explanations for these and similar facts does not 
absolve us of the obligation to explain them, in some way or another, in the 
modern language. The fact of the matter is that as far as derivation is con- 
cerned, the linguist's intuitive understanding has far outrun the formal appara- 
tus at his disposal. When fec is defined as "tot, kto čitaet" this statement 
reflects a linguistic reality that is not approached by such unexplicated con- 
frontations as "Stee (Cest', pro-Cest', pro-Ctu)".l? Structural linguistics must 
insist on an explicit statement of the procedures by which @itat'+ee results in 
Ótec, by which /n/ is dropped in forming gramotéj, etc. Until such time as we 
insist on complete, precise, and consistent descriptions of derivational morphol- 


ogy, we shall not even be aware of the problems to be solved in this area. 


0.4. The present report offers a few suggestions for the more precise formulation 
of the morphophonemic processes which occur in derivation, and compares the 
morphophonemics of derivation to those of flexion. The first part of the report 
(1.) outlines a format in which the grammar of Slavic languages (derivation and 
flexion) might be written; this section is an expansion of a suggestion offered 
elsewhere,!? and is concerned with the formalization of grammatical descriptions 
as well as with the integration of derivation and flexion into a single, coherent 
system. We shall be particularly concerned with what might be called intra- 
Systemic typology, that is with comparing the kinds of entities and 
operations functioning within the derivational and flexional systems. We hope to 
avoid two extremes: first, that of more traditional grammars, which usually di- 
vorce derivation from flexion entirely, often reserving the term "morphology" for 
the latter alone,l* second, that of the M.I.T. school of generative phonology, 
which achieves rigorous formalism only at the price of collapsing derivation and 
flexion into a single undifferentiated set of rules with unrealistically abstract 
underlying entities and extraordinarily complicated (and often counter-intuitive) 
rules, the effect of which is to neglect the specific features of each subsystem 
and to ignore the word as the central unit of Slavic morphological structure.!? 
This first section covers a broad area and can only be schematic; the formalism 


therein is more potential than real. Section 2. of the report examines three 
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basic morphological entities (the word-form, the word, and the word-family) in 
terms of the concept of deep and surface structures and within the descriptive 
framework outlined in l. It is shown that derivational rules must operate on 
stems on a deeper level than that of flexional stems; this point is illustrated 
by the role of the derivational (*) boundary in such morphophonemic processes as 
truncation and depalatalization. This section serves both to illustrate the kind 
of problem encountered in a more formal description of derivational morphology 
and to provide some linguistic flesh for the rather bare theoretical bones of 
section l. Both 1l. and 2. are intended to be exploratory; more definitive solu- 
tions to the kinds of descriptive problems discussed here will be possible only 
after detailed formal descriptions of several Slavic flexional and derivational 


Systems are available.!$ 


1. Slavic morphology can be described as an interconnected set of three systems: 
derivational (D-), flexional (F-) and phonetic (P-). The first two are morpho- 
logical in the full sense, that is, they deal with phonological, grammatical and 
semantic features of morphemes; the P-system is marginal to morphology, serving 
only to connect the morphological processes of the D- and F-systems to the ob- 


servable phonetic surface, and will therefore be treated only marginally in this 


report. 


1.1. The D-system has descriptive priority over the F-system, and the latter over 
the P-system. By this we mean that the processes of the D-system must be com- 
pleted before those of the F-system begin. In other terms, one might consider 
the D-system as an automaton whose output is a set of entities which serve as in- 
put to a second automaton, the F-system; similarly, the latter's output serves as 
input to the P-system. The function of the D-system is to specify the relations 
among those entities which comprise word-families; that is, the D-system defines 
a paradigm of whole words. The function of the F-system is to specify the rela- 
tions among those entities which comprise words; that is, the F-system defines a 
paradigm of word-forms. As we have pointed out in an earlier report,!? the word 
is a paradigm of word-forms, and the word-family is a paradigm of words or hyper- 
paradigm. The Russ. word sljudinit (as a word, not as a dictionary entry which 
happens to coincide with the nom. sing.) is a paradigm of word-forms sljudinit, 
sljudinita, sljudinitu, ... Similarly, the word-family of sljuda is a paradigm 
of words sljuda, sljudinit, sljudinttovyj, sljudistyj, sljudovyj, sljudjanistyj, 
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sljudjanistost', sljudjanoj (we shall concern ourselves later with more precise 
specification of what is meant by "word"). In other terms, an individual word is 
both a cover symbol for a paradigm of word-forms, and one of the individual en- 
tries in a paradigm making up a word-family. A generative view of morphology 
thus considers the derivational system as relatively deep, compared to the flex- 
ional and phonetic systems; the F-system is superficial in relation to the D- 
system (since the former operates on entities delivered to it by the latter), but 
is deeper than the phonetic system (since it itself delivers those entities upon 
which the latter operates). This view of these three components of Slavic mor- 


phology might be illustrated as: 


| D-system | > | F-system | + | »-system | 


1.2. The D- and F-systems can be described in almost purely binary terms. In 
each of these two systems, there are two kinds of entity (stems and affixes) and 
two kinds of morphophonemic operation (concatenation and accommodation). The P- 
system, which as has been mentioned is marginal to Slavic morphology, contains 
only one kind of entity (already coalesced stem+ ending clusters) and one type 
of rule (accommodation). Concatenation rules describe the morphotactics of 
stems and affixes, and accommodation rules the morphophonemics of these enti- 
ties, but the border between these fields is not always clear. If, for example, 
the morphological component of the grammar has to begin with a string generated 
by the syntactic component, say SUB + INSTR,!® the choice of (om) vs. {#ju} can 
be considered a matter of morphotactics or of morphophonemics, depending on 
whether these entities are regarded as two morphemes or one; the choice of (oj) 
vs. {ju} for (4ju), on the other hand, is purely morphophonemic. The rules by 
which these choices are made might look as follows: 


SUB (+f) 
SUB (-f) 


(om)/SUB(-f)  . 
(4ju)/SUB(*f) — . 


SUB (*£)? 
SUB (+f) ! 


(oj)/suB(*£)?  . 
{ju)/suB(+f)’__. 


(1) SUB > 


(2) INSTR > 


(3) SUB(*f) > 


(4) (43u) + 


(5) SUB(*£)? + {Zon}, (sten), {n'4n'}, ... 
(6) SUB(*£)? + (kóst'), {nöd}, {mis}, ... etc. 
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The result of rules like these is a set of strings {Zon+oj}, {sten+oj}, 

(n'án' *0j), ..., (kóst' + ju), (nó& + ju), {mis+ ju}, ... which, once stress 

has been assigned ({Zon+oj} + {Zon+6j}, etc.) and the boundary {+} erased, can 
be delivered to the phonetic system. 

Similar rules in the derivational system will assign the diminutive affixes 
(ik), (8k), {čik}, (4c) etc. to derivational stems marked (-f, +m); unlike the 
flexional system, where a given stem can ordinarily combine with only one set of 
endings, the derivational system has many stems which appear in more than one 
stem + affix combination even within such categories as DIM(inutive), e.g. {döm+ 
ik), {dom+ 8k); (dóG + 4k), (dóG + Gr#k}, (dóC + uSSk), ... In some cases, the 
choice of affix can be made only after a class of words has been rewritten as 
individual words, since affix choice depends partly on the phonology of the 
stem; for example, with few exceptions the diminutive affixes (ik) and (Cik) are 
in complementary distribution, the latter appearing after stems in (n, m, l, r, 
v) and the former elsewhere.!? Rules such as (3) above, which simply paraphrase 
the statement that Russian has two types of feminine paradigm, cannot take such 
phonological factors into account. Both derivation and flexion (but especially 
the former) show a complicated cross-classification of phonological, grammatical 
and semantic features. In substantive flexion, for example, the nom. plur. in 
(á) is with insignificant exceptions restricted to stems with initial stress (a 
phonological fact) except for words with the meaning of "person in a particular 
occupation" (a semantic fact), e.g. ucftel' + u&iteljá, inapéktor + inspektorä 
(or inspéktory). In adjective derivation, the suffix (in(ij)) can be added only 
to (*animate) substantive stems, e.g. gusinyj, solov'inyj (a grammatical fact), 
whereas in substantive derivation abstracts in (t'ij), e.g. vzrytie, razvitie 
can be formed only from verbs with monosyllabic roots (not stems) (a phonolog- 
ical fact, and a very "deep" one). To classify stems simply by assigning sym- 
bols indicating the classes of paradigms with which they combine (e.g. in flex- 
ion to classify kölokol and proféssor as taking nom. plur. {á} by adding a spe- 
cial grammatical marker to these stems) would be partially redundant, since this 
information is already partially contained in the phonological, grammatical and 
semantic marking of the stems. On the other hand, not all stems with given com- 
binations of phonological, grammatical and semantic features will combine with 
the same paradigmatic endings, so that some type of essentially ad-hoc stem 


classification (i.e. some type of stem marker showing that, e.g. vörox + voroxá , 
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vóron > vórony, and vórot + both vorotá and vóroty) must be included in the 
grammar. It is too early to tell just how these facts can best be reflected in 
a generative morphology, but it is already clear that all morphological entities 


must contain not only phonological, but also grammatical and semantic markers. 


1.3. Every morpheme (and every combination of morphemes) must be rendered as a 
tripartite set of distinctive feature matrices: pho- 
nological, grammatical, and semantic. The stem of the word 
meaning 'father', for example, will consist of a phonological matrix of Jakob- 
son-Halle distinctive features, beginning with the segment [- consonant, +vo- 
calic, -diffuse, - compact, +low tonality], i.e., (o), and continuing for the 
remaining morphophonemes (t), (4), (c); the usual alphabetic notation of morpho- 
phonemes serves as a convenient shorthand for this distinctive feature matrix, 
e.g. {ot#c}. Since as we have seen the semantic content of morphemes plays a 
not unimportant role in their combinatory possibilities, this semantic content 
must be marked with a precision no less than that of the phonological shape. We 
assume, therefore, that the meaning of morphemes and morpheme combinations can 
be rendered by a matrix of semantic distinctive features. This assumption is 
Clearly more a profession of faith than a statement of fact, but the latest re- 
search in this field is apparently moving in this direction.?? In any case, 
such semantic distinctive features can serve as a working hypothesis. The usual 
English or other translation can serve as a convenient shorthand for the assumed 
feature matrix, much as an alphabetic notation serves as a shorthand for the 
phonological matrix. 

The need for a grammatical feature matrix has already been demonstrated in 
syntactic studies, and such features are equally necessary in morphology. For 
example, feminine and animate masculine substantive stems take the emotive (gen- 
erally, pejorative) affix (iSWk(a)), i.e. the affix {is#k} and the second decl. 
paradigm, while inanimate masculine and neuter stems take {is#k(o)}, i.e. the 
same affix but with the neuter first decl. paradigm;?! it follows that the deri- 
vational stems must be marked as */- feminine and if -fem., as */-animate. In 
ensuing discussions we shall indicate only those grammatical features relevant 
to the point at hand (e.g. "SUB(*fem.)" above), and shall not be concerned with 
the fact that features in the three matrices are to some extent cross-classified 
and redundant, as is the case with gender (grammatical) and sexus (semantic) or 


with suffix phonology and the grammatical features implied by a given suffix. 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


0051582 


-161- 


In most of this report, the phonological shorthand alone will be used to repre- 
sent morphemes and their combinations, but it must not be forgotten that conca- 


tenation and accommodation rules operate on the grammatical and semantic matri- 


ces as well. 


1.4. In both the D- and the F-system a single basic stem is sufficient to cha- 
racterize the entire paradigm of items generated from this stem. The notion of 
a predictive basic stem was introduced in Jakobson's study of the Russian 
verb,?? and can be extended in two ways: first, from the verb to all flexional 
forms (i.e. one can assume that substantives and adjectives have basic stems as 
well); secondly, from the flexional system to the derivational system (i.e. one 
can assume that just as an F-stem is adequate to predict all the forms of its 
paradigm, so does there exist a derivational basic stem adequate to predict all 
the forms of tte paradigm, that is, all the flexional stems of the words com- 
prising the paradigm of the given D-stem). The phonological matrix of the deri- 
vational basic (DB-)stem specifies those features which, when combined with and 
accommodated to those of the affixes specified by the DB-stem's grammatical 
matrix, result in derived D-stems; the latter's grammatical matrices specify 
further affix combinations resulting in secondary derivatives, etc. (see the 
discussion of word-families, pp. 180-181 for more detail). The grammatical 
matrices of DB- and D-stems must include information not only about derivation 
(i.e. about the morphotactics of these stems), but also such information as will 
subsequently be needed in the F-stem (paradigm types, etc.). The semantic 
matrix of a DB-stem specifies those features which remain constant throughout 
the derivational family, and probably some features which may be erased by cer- 
tain affixes (i.e. the semantic changes occurring in derivation can include not 
only addition, but subtraction of semantic features). One can illustrate such 
a system by the following schema: 


Derived D-stem 


- > 
|? stem Derived D-stem 


DB-stem > ,D-stem 
7 


| D-stem > Derived D-stem 


With the exception of blocked stems (see pp. 162-163 below), all stems of the 
D-system are outputted to the F-system via a rule which erases internal bounda- 
ries; e.g. the DB-stem {č%t}, concatenated with the verb-forming affix {aj}, re- 


sults in the D-stem {Zat + áj}, which not only serves as the derivational base 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


00051582 


-162- 


for further word-formation (dtec, pročitat’, etc.) but also (via {fit +äj}) is 
outputted as (Citáj), the latter being the F-stem of the word 2ität' (the mor- 
phophonemics of these processes will be discussed in detail below). The rules 


of the flexional system operate on such F-stems delivered to it by the D-system. 


1.5. Just as the D-stems of the D-system form intermediate levels between the 
DB-stem and the terminal derived D-stems, so are there intermediate levels with- 
in the F-system. In the substantive declension, the singular and plural stems 
form intermediate levels between the basic F-stem of the substantive and the 
several case-number forms of the paradigm. The plural is marked by stress 
shifts and various vocalic and consonantal alternations, including suppletion: 
Russ. {ok#n} + pl. {ök#n}, {brat} > pl. (brát's$j), {grazdan'in} > pl. (gráz- 
dan'), Czech {kufet} + pl. {kuřat}, {ok} + pl. {oč}, Russ. {Gelovék} > pl. 
(1'ád'), etc. In conjugation, the present and past tense stems form interme- 
diate levels between the basic F-stem and the individual word-forms of the para- 
digm, e.g. Russ. (adresová) + pres. {adresüj=}, past (adresováls). The genera- 
tion of such intermediate levels can be called formoobrazovanie, to distinguish 
it from flexion proper, or slovoizmenenie,?? but what is important in this con- 
text is the parallelism between these intermediate flexional levels and the in- 
termediate levels of derivation. In both systems, intermediate stems need not 
always be outputted to the subsequent system: {adresüj=} cannot be delivered to 
the phonetic system by itself, but only after having been concatenated with the 
affixes (u), {oš}, etc., and {adresoval=} cannot be outputted without its af- 
fixes {ø}, (a), (o), {'i}; similarly, in the D-system, the derived D-stem 
(rad'iof'ik-), which is a necessary intermediate stage between the stem (rad'io) 
and the stems {rad’iof'icirova}, írad'iof'ikácij), is not outputted to the F- 
system, i.e. does not correspond to any word. A good deal of confusion regard- 
ing the status of items such as *obstojatel' as an intermediate stage between 
obstojat' and obstojatel'stvo would be avoided by distinguishing between those 
entities which are generated within a system and those which are outputted to 
subsequent, less deep systems. The past tense stem {adresoval=} is a perfectly 
"natural" entity (i.e. no one objects to forming the past tense by adding (1) to 
the basic stem), in spite of the fact that there is no word-form in Russian cor- 
responding directly to this stem (which is of course not identical with the masc. 
sing. past (adresoválg)). Just as (adresováls) is an intermediate flexional 


stem which cannot be outputted to the P-system (i.e. which does not correspond 
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to any word-form of Russian), so is {obstojä + tel'} an intermediate derivational 
stem which cannot be outputted to the F-system (i.e. which does not correspond 
to any word of Russian); in both cases, the intermediate form is necessary in 
order to generate other, less deep forms which are outputted to subsequent 
Systems, and in both cases the intermediate form is both "real" and "unreal", 
existing on one (deeper) level but nonexistent on another (more superficial) 
level. It is hard to see how this important distinction could be made without a 
clear boundary between the derivational and flexional systems. 

The general format of the D- and F-systems is thus identical: a single 
basic stem serves as the descriptive point of departure, i.e. as the deepest 
element in the given system, from which all subsequent, less deep elements are 
generated by a fixed set of rules operating on the tripartite feature matrix of 
the basic stem. When no further rules of a given system are applicable, the un- 
blocked entities of this system are outputted to the subsequent system. Of 
course, this basic structural parallelism of D- and F-systems cannot obscure the 
many important differences between these systems. It is obvious that flexion is 
a relatively closed and derivation a relatively open system. Flexion is more 
highly structured, both formally and semantically, than is derivation, and it 
follows that the rules for generating word-forms from F-stems will be more con- 
cise and less ad-hoc than those for generating D- (and ultimately F-) stems from 
DB-stems. The number of F-stem classes will be much smaller than that of DB- 
Stem classes; i.e. the grammatical feature matrices of the D-system will be more 
complex and more intricately interconnected with the semantic matrices than will 
be those of the F-system. The morphophonemic rules of the two systems are not 


identical, although the general format of these rules is very similar. 


1.6. An overall view of the interrelations of derivation, flexion and phonetics 


can perhaps be aided by the following schema: 


DERIVATIONAL Output FLEXIONAL Output PHONETIC 
SYSTEM rule SYSTEM rule SYSTEM 
DB + Dy * 
* D'p + Fp > F'= + Wa + (WF) + /WF/ + [WF] 
+ D'g= + WFp + {WF} > /WF/ > [WF] 
> D'y > + WE. * {WF} + /wF/ + [WF] 
> Dy= + Fits etc. 
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* D'm > etc. 
> D'n > 
etc. 


That is, a DB-stem is concatenated with and accommodated to each of a set of de- 
rivational affixes, resulting in D-stems Dy, Dy, ...; unblocked D-stems (e.g., 
Dx) are outputted to the F-system, and are also concatenated with and accommo- 
dated to further derivational affixes, resulting in secondary D-stems D'p' D'q7, 
D'r, ...; unblocked secondary D-stems (e.g., D'p) are outputted to the F-system, 
and are also subject to further derivation, etc. Blocked D-stems (e.g., Dy=) 
cannot be outputted to the F-system but can undergo further derivation. Output 
rules between D- and F-systems simply erase derivational boundaries ((*)) be- 
tween stem and affix. Within the F-system, any given F-stem Fp is rewritten as 
a set of intermediate stems F'=, F''=, etc., each of which is in turn concate- 
nated with and accommodated to a set of flexional affixes, resulting in indivi- 
dual word-forms WFa (of Fp), WFp, etc. An output rule between F- and P-systems 
erases the flexional boundary between F-stem and suffix. Within the P-system, 
each word form is converted first to phonemic, then to phonetic transcription 
(taking into account the phonetic environment external to the given WF). 

It must be emphasized that the foregoing is only an outline of a possible 
System, and not itself a formal apparatus by which Slavic morphology can be de- 
scribed. Each arrow within the three systems represents a complicated set of 
concatenation and accommodation rules (for a small fragment, see p. 158 above); 
the exact form and order of these rules cannot now be determined, but in sec- 


tion 2. we shall have occasion to examine a few of them. 


2. Against the general background outlined in section 1., we shall now examine 
the three basic entities of Slavic morphology, the word-form, the word, and the 
word-family, utilizing the concept of deep and surface structure to clarify the 
relations between these entities and to uncover the hierarchy of phonological 
structure within each of the three. A more specific goal of section 2. is to 
demonstrate that derivational and flexional stems are not identical and that 

the systematic relations between the F-stems of related words must be sought on 
the derivational level. This section will help to illustrate the theoretical 
concepts outlined in section 1., and should make clear the extraordinary compli- 


cations involved in a really precise study of derivational morphophonemics as 
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well as the insights and significant generalizations that can arise from such 
study. 

The word-form is the most concrete and most superficial of the three mor- 
phological entities; it, and only it, can occur in speech and be rendered in a 
precise phonetic transcription. The word and the word-family are abstractions, 
entities of langue which occur in parole only as realized in word-forms. The 
word is an abstraction derived from and, in a generative description, standing 
in a predictive relation to, a set of word-forms. Similarly, the word-family is 
an abstraction derived from and standing in a predictive relation to a set of 
words. Since as we have seen above the word and the word-family are uniquely 
specified by their F- and DB-stems, we can reformulate deep and surface rela- 
tions as follows: the deepest entity of Slavic morphology is the DB-stem, which 
is predictive to a set of F-stems, each of which is in turn predictive to a set 
of word-forms. The relation of word-family, word, and word-form to the D-, F- 


and P-systems can be illustrated by the following schema: 


D-SYSTEM F-SYSTEM P-SYSTEM 
DB + D + D! > F > F! + WF + (WF) + /WF/ > [WF] 


word-family word-form 


word 


Since each of the three entities (word-family, word, word-form) spans several 
entities in the morphological system, it follows that each of these entities 
exists on more than one level of depth. In what follows, we shall examine some 
aspects of this multi-level structure within each of the three entities, re- 


stricting ourselves primarily to phonological problems. 


2.1. The word-form, an individual member of a word's paradigm, comes into being 
at the moment when an F-stem or intermediate F'-stem is concatenated with a 
flexional suffix (terminal; all nonterminal suffixes result in intermediate 
stems and are not outputted to the P-system, i.e. they are not word-forms). The 
word-form whose graphic shape is otec, for example, comes into being when the 
stem {ot#c} is concatenated with the affix {Ø}. The deepest structural level of 


this word-form is thus 


{ot#c} {9} 
"Father: |") z 'nom.' 


where [y] = grammatical feature matrix of the stem. The phonological shape of 
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this word-form then undergoes a series of changes as each of the applicable pho- 
nological rules is applied to it; that is, after the application of each such 

rule the word-form reappears as a string of symbols one step closer to the phone- 
tic surface and one step further removed from the original shape. The word-form 
thus exists on a series of increasingly superficial levels as it is subjected to 


the F- and P-rules, e.g. 


F-rules {ot#c+9} 
(1) 4-o/ g?" otoc+p 
(2) o +e/__c etc. otec+9 
(3) Assign stress otec+2 
(4) Erase +, Ø and output otec 

P-rules 
(5) o+a atéc 
(6) t + t'/__e . /at'éc/ 
— sies Cat" éc] 


Three of these levels are more important than the remainder. The phonetic output 
(the most superficial level) represents the physical data transferred from 
speaker to hearer and is the only objectively verifiable data. The phonemic 
level /at'éc/ represents the first (phonemic) stage of decoding by the hearer 
(who identifies [a't" éc] as a chain different from /av'éc/ 'sheep', /at'é&/ ‘to 
flow past', etc.) and is utilized by the speaker both consciously and uncon- 
sciously in rhyme, punning, spoonerisms, etc. The deepest word-form level 
{ot#c * 2) represents the point where morphological and syntactic systems inter- 
sect (the terminal strings of the syntactic system will contain strings like 
'father' * nom.), and is also the result of the second (morphemic) stage of de- 


coding by the hearer. 


2.2. The word, as the central morphological entity of the Slavic languages, is 
defined by its dual relation to the word-form on one side and to the word-family 
on the other; the word is an item of deep structure, an abstraction, when looked 
at from the viewpoint of the several word-forms comprising its paradigm, but this 
same word (i.e. this same F-stem) is an item of superficial structure compared to 
the stems of the derivational family which underlies it. The word for 'merchant' 
is uniquely specified by its F-stem {kup#c} plus the standard rules that will de- 


rive the paradigmatic forms {kupéc}, (kupcá), ... from it, but in regard to the 
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verb kupit' from which it is derived, the word kupec shows a more complicated 
Structure. The word kupec comes into being at the moment when the derivational 
stem upon which it is formed is concatenated with the affix {#c} by which it is 
formed. If one were simply to choose the F-stem of the derivational base kupit' 
as the derivational stem for the formation of kupec (a procedure which we shall 
presently show to be inadequate), then the deepest phonological structure of the 
word kupec would be {kup'i+ sc), and this word will manifest as many additional 
levels of phonological structure as there are applicable rules necessary to re- 


sult in the relatively superficial F-stem {kup't#c}, e.g. 


D-rules kup'i+#c 
Truncate i kup'+#c 
Erase + and output kup' #c25 


Although only the phonological derivations are explicit in such illustrations, it 
must not be forgotten that the pairs of grammatical and semantic distinctive 
feature matrices (one of each in stem and affix) must also undergo mutual accom- 
modation. For example, the grammatical features [+ perfective, + transitive] must 
be deleted in the environment of the affixal features [+ count, + animate, ...J. 
Similarly, the set of semantic features summarized by 'buy' must be coalesced 


with the set summarized by 'agent' to give the derived set summarized by 'mer- 


chant'. 


2.2.1. It is in the generation of F-stems that problems arise concerning the deep 
structure of the word. In a loose sense, a word's deep structure is its entire 
generative history,?$ that is, the entire set of entities and rules by which the 
given F-stem was derived from its deepest underlying DB-stem. However, it is 
clear that not all of this generative history is relevant at any given stage in 
the generative process (cf. below). The precise formal description of generative 
history is in our opinion the most important unsolved problem of Slavic morphol- 
ogy. In particular, the principal problem is the precise description of deriva- 
tional stems (that is, of those entities which, when subjected to a standard set 
of derivational rules, will result most efficiently in the sets of F-stems upon 
which the flexional rules operate.?? Of the many problems connected with the 
formulation of derivational stems, only a few can be examined here; we shall look 
especially at the utility of the derivational boundary marked {+} as a segment of 


derivational stems. 
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The point that flexion and derivation must be based on different stems was 
first made by Stankiewicz.?? Starting from somewhat different premises, we have 
come to the same conclusion in an earlier study; ?? the impossibility of equating 
the two notions "F-stem of derivational base" and "D-stem for derived word" has 
been shown on the basis of Russian material involving pleophonic vs. non-pleo- 
phonic derivatives (bereg + beregovoj, bezbreznyj), variant forms of vowel-zero 
alternation in flexion and in derivation (2islö, gen. plur. čísel + Gíslennyj, 
but veslö, vésel + vesél'nyj), and word-families in which no one F-stem must 
necessarily serve as derivational base for the other stems of the family (Makedó- 
nija, makedónec, makedónka, makedönskij).?? We shall now examine some additional 


evidence for the impossibility of equating the notions of F- and D-stems. 


2.2.2. The Russian word @tee is defined as "tot, kto Citaet",?! but there is no 
non-ad-hoc way to derive the F-stem (Ctec) from the F-stem (Citáj) of its deriva- 
tional base; this impossibility is reflected in the awkward groping for formal 
parallels in the Soviet Academy grammar, "tec (Cest', pro-Cest', pro-&tu)" which 
does not even mention Gitat’ and which is an apt illustration of the point made 
on p. 156 above that "the linguist's intuitive understanding has far outrun the 
formal apparatus at his disposal". In the absence of a descriptive apparatus 
which would enable them to proceed reasonably from some form of Oztat' to some 
form of étec, the authors of this grammar have recourse to related words which 
happen to show the same superficial form (-dt- in proótu), and in citing such 
words the scholar is in effect recognizing a fact that he cannot formalize, 
namely that the čt of Stec is somehow related to the čt of pro&tu, although the 
former is obviously derived not from the latter, but from @itat'. Preoccupation 
with surface phonology prevents one from seeing the formal connections between 
čitat! and &teo, since any rule operating on the F-stem {@it4j} to give the de- 
rived F-stem (Ctec) would also operate on, say, (p'isa), to give the spurious 
*(psec) rather than pisec. If, however, one looks at the deeper phonological 
structure of these words, it becomes clear that the relation of čitat’ to Gtec 
can be formalized. First, it is clear that the suffix (4c) requires truncation 
of the derivational base stem: to remain at the level of the F-stems for a mo- 
ment, this truncation is evident in {délaj} + {delt#c}, (1ov'i) + {lov#c}, {boro} 
+ {bor#c}. Unless one wishes to specify all these truncations in terms of the 
phonological features of the truncated segments ({aj}, {i}, {o}), one must seek 


a common denominator. Let us assume that these verbs are generated from underly- 
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ing DB-stems {del}, {lov}, {bor}; that is, let us posit a deeper layer of phono- 
logical structure containing a boundary marker showing where the underlying DB- 
stem is joined to the word-forming affix, namely (dél*aj), (1ov*i),?? {bor +o}; 
operating on such deeper stems, a single truncation rule "{...+...} + (...*)/ c" 
will automatically generate the correct forms of the deverbative substantives, 
e.g. {del+aj}+#c ^ (del*) * dc > {deläc}. In other words, the truncation of {aj} 
in the derivation (Citáj) + {Etec} is not ad-hoc, but perfectly regular (as we 
shall see, (4c) is only one of the many suffixes requiring such truncation). 

There remains the stem vocalism to be accounted for: what synchronic analogue of 
the former i '* 1 alternation will enable us to derive Ótec from @ttat' without de- 
riving *psec from pisat'? The only reasonable solution is to posit the existence 
of a vocalic morphophoneme in the underlying DB-stem, different from both the (i) 
of &itat' and the zero of Stec, which will be rewritten as (i) and {Ø} by standard 
rules. Let us assume that the DB-stem underlying Gitat’ is {ft}, and that Rus- 
sian has a set of vocalization rules causing the derivational vowel-zero morpho- 
phoneme (4) to be rewritten as (i) in the environment of the affixes (aj, yvaj, 
8k, ...])3? (cf. (Citáj, proCítivaj, Eit#k(a)}, as {Ø} in the env. (sc, enij, ...) 
(cf. (Ctec, Etenij}), and as (4) in the env. (9, ...) (cf. F-stem (Cit) in dest’, 
Stu; {uč#t} in uG2t, u&ta, etc.). Let us call this the & > i,8,# rule. The word 
éitat' is formed by concatenating the DB-stem {2%t} with the verb-forming affix 
{aj}. The resultant {&t+4j} then serves as a point of departure for two morpho- 
phonemic processes. On the one hand, the accommodation rules of the D-system 


operate on (X4&t * àj) to generate the F-stem ({Zitaj}: 


CAt*áj 
Truncation: not applicable 
x + i,8,: Cit*áj 
Erase (,), Ø: not applicable 


Erase + and output:  čitáj 


On the other hand, this same deep stem [fit * aj) is the base upon which deriva- 
tives of Gitat' are formed. The substantive Ótec is derived by concatenating 


{Zt + $j) with the affix (4c), giving (fit +ä&j)+#c which is then subjected to the 


same set of rules: 


(CAt*$j) +c 


Truncation: (Zat) *iíc 
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$ > i,G,#: (CGt) +#c 
Erase (,), @: čt+#c 
Erase + and output: ét#c 


The generality of these rules is clear if we examine the generation of other words 
in the same family; this examination will also provide the formal justification 
for the vague intuitive confrontation of Stec with dest’, prodest', proétu. 

The rather archaic verb dest’ is formed by concatenating the DB-stem (cst) 
with the verb-forming zero derivational affix {Ø}, giving the deep structure 


(Cat 2), from which the above rules will generate 


Cat4 
Truncation: not applicable 
$ > i,9,8: E#t+D 
Erase (,), Ø: itt 
Erase * and output: Cit 


i.e. the F-stem {Z#t}. The perfective verbs progest' and proóitat' are formed on 
the deep stems {fat +9} and {č%t + áj} respectively. Note that these prefix conca- 
tenations must be subjected to the same rules as the underlying stems, i.e. the 
(i) in the root syllable of proßitat'.is not simply taken over from the {i} of 
čitat’ (as would be the case if one F-stem were derived directly from another), 
but is instead derived from the same underlying (3$) by the same set of rules; the 
identity of surface morphophonemes ({¢itaj} = (proCítivaj)) is explained not by a 
direct causal connection between them, but by the fact that they have a common 
origin in {%} and are derived by the same rule. There is no doubt that this is a 
more complicated structural situation than a simple causal link, but it is the 
price that must be paid for a satisfactory explanation of the morphophonemics of 
such derivations as čitat’ + @tec. On the complicated nature of these deep vs. 


surface connections see also 2.2.12 below. 


2.2.8. The prefixed imperfective prodftyvat' is paired with both proóóst' and pro- 
&ität', i.e. in a formal grammar proßftyvat' must be derived from each of these 


perfective verbs. The truncation rule makes this possible: 


(procat*g) *yvaj (procit*áj)*yvaj 
Truncation: (Proftt)+yvaj (proc&t) *yvaj 
$ > i,G,#: (pročit)+yvaj (pročit)+yvaj 
Assign stress?"; (pročít)+yvaj (pročít)+yvaj 
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mon proCítivaj procítivaj 


It is clear that the same rules which derive @ténte from Htät' will derive 


pro&ténie equally well from both proß&st' and proditat’: 


(€$t*áj) *en'ij (procst*g) *en'ij (procst*áj)*en'ij 
Truncation: (€%t) *en'ij (procst)*en'ij (pro&st)*en'ij 
% > i,9,9: (£ft) *en'ij (pro&ßt)+en'ij (procgt) *en' ij 
Erase (,), Ø: étten'ij proct*en'ij proct*en'ij 


2.2.4. The verb uéést' is formed from őst’ in the same way as proéést', and its 
imperf. ucÍtyvat' from the perf. u@ést' identically to procést' + proóítyvat'. 


The zero-affix substantive učët is formed from the perf. uéést' with no diffi- 


culty: 
(ucat4g) +936 
Truncate: (uc*t) +o 
& + i,0,#: (ud#t) +9 
Erase (,), Ø: uč#t+ 
Erase + and output: uč#t 


However, a problem arises in the fact that učët is defined in Však. as deverba- 
tive to both uéést' and uéftyvat’. According to the principles upon which this 
report is based, we have no right to speak of derivational relations unless we 
have a clear, general (non-ad-hoc) formal procedure to account for the morphopho- 
nemics of the derivation. That is, unless the F-stem {uc#t} arises automatically 
by application of the same affix and same rules to equivalent forms of both 
uéést' and uCftyvat', we have no right to consider učët derived from both aspect 
forms. If we examine the several levels of depth of the imperf. uöftyvat' 


(uCst*) *yvaj 

(u&$t) *yvaj 

(u&ít)*yvaj 

učít+yvaj 

učítivaj 
it is clear that there is no single phonological shape of the word uéftyvat' to 
which we could add the affix (2), apply the rules so far introduced, and result 
in the F-stem {uc#t} (if, for example, {Ø} were concatenated with the deepest 


stem shape (uCst + Q)* yvaj , we should have to change the truncation rules, speci- 
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fying that both the first, verb-forming {Ø} and the imperfectivizing {yvaj} be 
cut in order that (3) be followed by the noun-forming {Ø} which causes (3) + (8); 
or, we would need to specify that the environments causing (*) to be rewritten as 
(i, 8, #} be terminal, that is, introduce new symbols into the derivation, etc.). 
However, a relatively slight reformulation and reordering of the already-intro- 
duced rules will suffice to enable us to derive u@ét from uóítyvat' as well as 
from udGést'. Let us specify that the stem-boundary markers ( and ) be erased from 
the representation immediately following the truncation rule, and that the re- 
sulting form (truncated, and without parentheses) serve as the base for further 
derivation. That is, we define the D-stem as that entity which results from ap- 
plication of truncation and parenthesis-erasure rules; the {%} + (i, Ø, #} rules 
are applied subsequently. To illustrate this change with the words already dis- 
cussed: the word Gest’ is formed by concatenating the DB-stem (cat) with the af- 


fix {Ø}; the T(runcation) and E(rasure) of (,) rules are applied 


(E%t) +Ø 
T: no 
E: cst 


The resulting entity {č%t +ø} is then subjected to two sets of rules: first, the 
rules for (*) > (i, Ø, 4) etc. which ultimately result in the F-stem {Z#t} of 
est’; second, the concatenation rules for all derivatives of dest' (uéest', prc- 
Gest’, Ótenie if one considers this word derived from dest’ as well as from 
@itat', etc.). Let us call the first set of rules D-F rules, since they lead 
directly from the derivational to the flexional system, and the second set (i.e. 
the further concatenation rules) D-D rules, since they lead to further derived 
words. To show this schematically, let (3) stand for the (*) > fi, Ø, #} rules, 
C-1 = concatenation rule for forming prefixed verbs in u-, C-2 that for imperfec- 


tives in yva, C-3 that for deverbative nouns in zero affix; then 


C-1:  u(&st4Q) 


T: no C-2 
E: učst+ő + (u&$t*9) *yvaj 
T uctit4ó T (uf$t)*yvaj c-3 
E: ufst*yvaj + (uétt+yvaj) +ø 
%: uCít*yvaj T: (u&ét) +B 
E: učst+ő 
%: ucit^ 
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If the output rule then reads "Erase Ø, + and output", the entities {uz#t}, {učí- 
tivaj}, and {uf#t} will be delivered to the F-system as the F-stems of udest', 
ucityvat', and učët respectively (we omit the stress and {y}-{i} problems already 
mentioned; cf. also fn. 41). The same post-T,E form {učet + Ø} which served as 


base for the imperfective učítyvat' of course also serves as base for učët: 


C-3 
ucsteo > (uést*g) +H 
T: (ucát) +B 
E: učśt+ő + to uddtnyj etc. 
% uč#t+ő 


In other words, we now have a formal apparatus which derives učët from both učést' 
and u&ftyvat'. The D-system has two sets of rules, one (T,E) which generates D- 
stems and another (% and others not yet discussed) which generates F-stems. 
Similarly, the deverbative pro&ténie can be derived from the imperfective 
pro@ftyvat' (which as we have seen itself comes from both pro@ést' and pro@ität'). 


Let C-4 = the concatenation rule for deverbative nouns in énie; then 


C-2 
proc$t4ó + (profst+ß) *yvaj 


T: (procát) *yvaj C-4 
E: procét*yvaj + (procát*yvaj) *én'ij 
T: (proött)+en'ij 
E: X pro&s&t*én'ij 
%: pro&st«ó procít*yvaj procgt*én'ij 
Erase and output: proc#t profitivaj proctén'ij 


(C-4 applied to {pro&stt+ß} of course also gives (proctén'ij]). 


2.2.4.1. There is another formal means of accomplishing the same purpose.  Conca- 
tenation (= further derivation) rules could be applied to the deepest-level shape 
of stems if we require the truncation rules to be applied more than once (cycli- 

cally, from lesser to greater constituents). For example, we could derive proété- 


nie from proéftyvat' as follows: 


C-4: C (procCst*) *yvajJ*en' ij 
T(1): C(profgt)+yvaj)ten'ij 
T(2): C (pro&éet)] +en'ij 
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E: proc&t*ten'ij 
%: profßt+ten'ij 


etc. However, there are two disadvantages to this means. First, one needs more 
complicated rules (cyclical application of T). Second, the form [ (proést + 8) + 
yvajl+ en'ij makes it appear that the {Ø} by which Gest’ is derived from the DB- 
stem {€%t} is somehow relevant to the derivation of proßdtenie from proóityvat'; 
that is, a completely irrelevant item of deep structure is introduced into the de- 
rivation (the (3) of (C*t), however, is as we have seen a relevant item of deep 
structure). We should like to advance the principle that no unnecessary informa- 
tion be carried along into successive steps of derivation; since the vocalism of 
proótenie (the Gt) cannot be explained without recourse to the underlying (1), 
this latter must be present in the stem from which proßtenie is derived, but the 


irrelevant {Ø} must be left out as soon as possible.?? 


2.2.5. In the case of proßität' + proótónie the problem was to explain the root 
vocalism of the derivative; this problem was solved by utilizing a stem deeper 
than the F-stem of the base. The same solution is found for problems involving 
stem consonantism. Consider the substantive proózd which is defined (U&ak.) as a 
deverbative of proéxat' and proezZát'. Leaving aside the problem of the supple- 
tive proexat' , how can we derive a stem containing {zd} from one containing {zz} 
(or /ZZ/, /2/ etc.)? Starting with a DB-stem (jezd), and with concatenation rules 
C-5 = formation of verbs in (i), C-6 = perfectives in {pro}, C-7 = imperfectives 
in {jaj} (palatalizing the stem), and the same C-3 = deverbative nouns in zero af- 


fix discussed above, we have: 


c-5 
jezd > (jézd)*i 
T: no C-6 
E: jezd+i > pro(jézdti) 
T: no C-7 
E: projezd+ti + (projézd*i)*jáj 
T: (projézd)*jáj c-3 
E: projezd+jaj + (pProjezd+tjäj)+g 
T: (projezd) +9 
E: projezd+g 
d > d';38 jézd'*i projézd'*i no no 
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d +> 2: no no projez2+jäj no 
Erase Ø, + 
and output: jézd'i prójezd'i projezzáj?? projézd 


è 
2.2.6. Use of a deep D-stem and truncation rule operating thereon makes it pos- 


sible to dispense with the awkward search for formal parallels that, for example, 
leads the Academy grammar to give the perfectives rastrátit' and vfdwnat' as the 
bases of rasträt@ik and vydümáóik but the imperfectives perepfsyvat' and zakázy- 
vat' as the bases of perepts&ik and zakäzdik,"" while ignoring the formal problems 
posed by the suffix yva of these imperfectives. If the grammar contains a stress 
rule to the effect that stressed truncated suffixes lose their stress to the next 
left syllable (in the absence of other stress indicators), then the substantives 


can be formed from the perfectives in all cases, e.g. 


(perep'is+ä) +sZik (zakaz*á) +sZik 
Truncate:"! (perep' is) +säik (zakáz) +s@ik 
sé > č: (perep'{is)+Zik (zakáz) +€ik 
Erase (,): perep'is+Zik zakáz*Cik 


etc. 


Similarly, there is no need to give the imperfective vkládyvat' as the sole base 
of vkläddik, as is done in AG (apparently to account for both the stress and the d 
of the derivative). If end-stressed zero-affix verbs (e.g. Cest', klast') are so 
marked by stressing the affix {Ø} which forms them, then vkläddik can be formed on 


the perf. vklast' and for that matter also on the substantive vklad with which it 
is also related (UZak.): 


perfective substantive 

(vklad*$)*sCik (vklád*g)-*sCik 
Truncate: (vklád)-*stCik (vklád)*sWik 
sé + č: (vk1&d) +Zik (vk 14d) +€ik 
Erase (,): vklad+&ik vk lad+@ik 


etc. 


2.2.7. One of the principal advantages of the truncation rule described here is 
that it formalizes such cases of simultaneous dual derivation, that 
is, cases where more than one word serves as derivational base for a given deriva- 
tive. Cases where substantives are simultaneously derived from both members of 


verbal aspect pairs are especially frequent. We have already seen a few instances 
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of this. Consider now the case of zaprávka (F-stem: (zapráv&k)), formed on both 
the perf. zaprávit' (F-stem: (zapráv'i)) and the imperf. zapravlját' (F-stem: {za- 
pravl'aj}). Use of the derivational boundary {+} has already been shown to elimi- 
nate the need to specify the phonological details of the truncated affixes. An 
additional benefit becomes clear in the case of zaprávka. Zapravljät' is formed 
from zaprávit' by concatenation rule C-7 and zaprävka from both verbs by C-8 ("Add 
{#k}"): 


C 
zapráv*i * (zapräv+i)+jäj 
T: (zapräv) *jáj 
E: zapräv+jäj 
-8 C-8 
(zaprav+i) +#k + (zapräv+jäj)+#k 


: (zaprav) +#k T: (zapráv) +#k 


m 3 4 oO 


: zapräv+#k E: zaprav+#k 


after which the D-F rules will create (zapráv'i) and {zapravl'aj} from the two 
verb stems. Since {zaprav+#k} has already been generated from the underlying D- 
stem (zapräv+jäj} of zapraviját', there is no need to bother about the truncation 
of (1') from the F-stem (zapravl'áj). In other words, use of the deeper D-stem 
obviates the need to account for "reverse morphophonemics", i.e. for the elimina- 
tion of the effects of adding the affixes by which the given derivational base 

was formed. This is equally true of the perfective zaprävit': by using the D-stem 
{zapräv+i}, we need not account for the depalatalization of (v') which would have 
to be specified if only the superficial F-stem were used as derivational base, 


i.e. (zapráv'i) + {zaprävik}. 


2.2.8. It can in fact be shown that there is no such process as depalatalization 
in Russian derivational morphophonemics. Consider first another case of simulta- 


neous dual derivation, that of vfkup by C-3 from both vfkupit' and vykupát': 


C-3: (vikup+ti ) +9 (vikup+äj) +642 
T: (vikup) +Ø (vikup) +9 
E: vikup+g vikup+@ 


There is no need to specify the depalatalization of {p'} which would otherwise be 
necessary (in the F-stems {vikup'i} + {vikup}). 


The substantives góvor, krík, xód can likewise be formed with no reference to 
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depalatalization of the base stem, provided it is the D- and not the F-stem which 


is used as base: 


C-3: (govor+í) +Ø (kr'ik+jä)+g (xod+1) +9 
T: (govör) +ø"? (kr'ik)+@ (xód) +Ø 
E: govor+@ kr'ik+@ xód4$ 
etc. 


Similarly, one forms nouns in -ún and -ok by C-9, C-10: 


C-9: (govor+i)+ün (kr'ik*já)-*ün 
T: (govör)+ün (krik)+ün 

E: govor+ün kr'ik+ün 
C-10: (jezd+i)+ök (xod+I) +ök 

T: (jezd)+ök (xód) +ök 

E: jezd*ók xod*ók 

etc. 


2.2.9. The general effect of the D-stems and truncation rule is to permit under- 
lying forms to be "restored", as it were, in the course of further derivation from 
words which have themselves changed their underlying forms in one way or another. 
One of the most obvious instances of such change in Russian is the class of verbs 
in -nu- which often causes truncation of stem-final consonants of their deriva- 
tional bases: razvernut', veprysnut', etc. The further derivation, e.g. of af- 
fixal imperfectives or deverbative substantives, must restore the consonants which 
were "lost" in the first derivation, e.g. razvértyvat', vepryskivat', razvértka, 
etc. There is no non-ad-hoc way to do this on the basis of F-stems: (-an-) gives 
(-ad-) in (zagl'anu) + (zagl'adivaj) but {-ag-} in (pr'it'anu) + (pr'it'agivaj), 


etc. The T-rule operating on D-stems handles all of these cases at once: 


C-2: (zagl'ad*nü)*yvaj (pr'it'ag*tnü)*yvaj (razv'ort+nü)+yvaj 
T: (zagl'ád) +yvaj (pr'it'äg)+yvaj (razv'ört)+yvaj 

E: zagl'ád*yvaj pr'it'ág*tyvaj razv'órt*yvaj 

etc. 


Such a description, making use of the same stems and truncation rule needed in 
many other kinds of derivation, formalizes the intuitively recognized fact that 
F-stems such as {razv'ornü} somehow "contain" a (t) between the {r} and the (n). 


This is a natural and intuitively satisfying way of avoiding the (pseudo-)problem 
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which arises if one attempts to describe derivation in terms of F-stems. 


2.2.10. The truncation rule operating on D-stems explains a good many seeming 
anomalies in the derivation process. The affix (izn(a)), added to adjective 
stems, produces the substantives golubizna from goluboj, belizna from belyj, no- 
vizna from novyj, etc. but from redkij one has not *redZizna but redizna, as is 
perfectly natural if one starts from the D-stem {red+#k} (cf. also redet'). A 


similar situation obtains with the suffix {in(a)}: 


(bistr)*in (sed) *in (t'ix)*in (glub*ok)-*in (Sirtok)+in 
T: no no no (glub)-*in (Sir)*in 
E: bistr+in sed*in t'ix*in glub+in Sirtin 
... bistr'in sed'in t'i$Sin glub'in Sir'in 


Similarly, (bogát)*éj + (bogatéj) (skipping the intermediate steps) but (gramot+n) 
*éj > (gramotéj); (gus)*'Óni$ + (gus'ÓniS) but (ut+#k)+"öniS > (ut'óniS) (likewise 
uténa, ut'-ut'). 

There is no shortage of similar cases in other Slavic languages. Cf. Old 


Church Slavic sladbkb (i.e. {slad+bk}) + (sladostb), Czech krotký (i.e. {krot+#k}) 


+ krotitel or spotřebič derived from both verb and substantive:"" 
Perf. verb Imperf. verb Substantive 
(spotfeb*i)-*ic (spotfeb*ova)-*ic (spotfeb+9) *ic 

T: (spotfeb)-*ic (spotfeb)-*ic (spotfeb*)-*ic 

E:  spotrebticé spotreb+ic spotfeb*ic 


2.2.11. Ethnic names show several cases of surface anomaly which turn out to be 
perfectly regular once one looks at their deep structure. For example, an inhabi- 
tant of Avetrija is an avstriják, but an inhabitant of Prüssija is not a *prussi- 
ják but a prussák, for the good reason that Prüssija is itself a derived word con- 


taining a (*) boundary upon which the T-rule operates, whereas Ávstrija is unde- 


rived: 
(prüss+ij)+äk (äfstr'ij)+äk 
: (prüss) +äk no 
(à)á + (a)ä: (pruss)*ák (afstr'ij)*ák 
E: pruss+äk afstr'ij*ák 


In the same way, the underived stem of Índija combines with (ján4k) to give indi- 


janka, but the derived stem of Grécija, namely (grék*ij), combines with the same 
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affix to give gre®anka, not *grecijánka. 


2.2.12. It would not be difficult to multiply examples, but the point has been 
made adequately already: many seeming morphophonemic problems turn out not to be 
problems at all, and a significant measure of generality is obtained in the rules 
describing morphophonemic processes in derivation, if one takes as derivational 
base a deeper, underlying D-stem and abandons the futile attempt to describe de- 
rivational processes in terms of flexional stems; the latter are elements of sur- 
face structure compared to the deep-structure D-stems, and in a generative de- 
Scription surface entities can only result from, but not explain, the items and 
processes on deeper levels. Of course, the situation is not always as clear as in 
the illustrative examples chosen above. In some cases, one and the same affix 
causes truncation in some stems, but not in others; cf., for example, dirökij ^ 
$irota, but grjáznyj + grjaznota (not *grjazota), or blízkij + blízost' but gíbkij 
- gíbkost'. One last example may suffice to show how complicated can be the rela- 
tions between the deep and the surface structures of Slavic words. 

The Academy grammar"? describes feminine deverbatives in {in(a)} as based in 


ad-hoc fashion now on the perfective, now on the imperfective: 


vpädina (upast') zavälina (saválivat!) 

zarlıbina (zarubit') tagtbina (izgibät') etc. 
In all cases except those where the perf. is formed by prefixation (rather than 
the imperf. being formed by affixation), e.g. möräöit' + namöracit', the deverba- 
tive can be formed on a D-stem with truncation from both aspect forms, e.g. vypá- 
dina from both (vpad*g)*in and (vpad*áj)*in etc. This is also true of the pair 
izgibát'-— izognft', in spite of the apparently great distance from the phonolog- 
ical shape of zzognft' to that of izgfbina. If we add (in) to the list of affixes 
requiring truncation and % + i, we can derive tagfbina from both stems. Let C-11 


= imperfectivization with {áj} (as in Gitat') and C-12 the formation of nouns in 


(in). Then: 


D-D rules C-11 
izigib*nü + (iz#g%b+nü)+aj 
: no (iz#g%b) +45 
: no iz#gtbtaj 
C-12: + (iz#g%btnd)+in + (izigib*áj)*in 
T: (iz#gib) +in (iz#g%b) +in 
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£ iz#g%btin iz#gtbtin 
D-F rules 
$: iz#ggb+nü iz#gibtin iz#gib+aj iz#gib+in 
# + 8:6 izoggb+nü izdgíb*in izégib*áj izégibtin 
nu: izogg+nu no no no 


which, after removal of phonetic zero ({g}), can be outputted by the erase-(*) 


rule as 
{izognü} {izgib'in} (izgibáj) (izgíb'in) 


that is, the flexional stems of izognüt', izgibát', and izgíbina (twice). The 
phonological similarity between Zzgibát' and izgfbina, and the dissimilarity be- 
tween the latter and Zzognüt', is a result of rules in that part of the D-system 
(namely, the D-F rules) which is concerned not with the derivation of words from 
other words, but with the generation of F-stems out of their underlying D-stems. 
The formation of words — that is, the application of concatenation rules — takes 
place at the deeper level of D-stems, as one type of D-D rule; at this deeper 
level, the (3) of {g%b} has not yet been resolved as {i} or zero, the {b} has not 
yet been truncated before (n), etc. One cannot, of course, exclude the possibi- 
lity of feedback from surface to deep structure: if the phono- 
logical distance from, say, lizognü} to {izgib'in} is disproportionately great 
compared to that from the latter to (izgibáj), this may cause a reevaluation in 
the type or ordering of rules resulting in a broken connection between tzognit' 
and the noun tagfbina. Such feedback and reevaluation may be one of the internal 
causes of shifts in the derivational patterns as seen diachronically. 

The foregoing discussion of deep vs. surface structure within the word has 
taken us into many problems of derivational morphophonemics. It is only natural 
that we now look briefly at some of the structural characteristics of the third 
major morphological entity of Slavic, with which derivation is exclusively con- 


cerned, namely the word-family. 


2.3. The word-family, as we have seen, consists of a set of F-stems related to 
each other by a network of derivational relations within the D-system; the F-stems 
themselves are but surface manifestations of these derivational relations. 

The DB-stem need not necessarily coincide in shape with any one D- or F-stem; 
its only function is predictive. Just as F-stems can contain predictive segments 


like the vowel-zero morphophoneme (4) (which is not the same as either phonetic 
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zero or a full vowel, but merely enables the zero or vowel to be generated auto- 
matically by the rules), so can D-stems contain "artificial" elements like (s), 
from which the flexional morphophonemes (V) (full vowel), {ø} (zero), and {#} can 
be predicted. Note the difference between this view and the traditional Bloom- 
fieldian view of prediction; the latter chooses one segment on a given level and 
predicts other alternant segments on the same level on the basis of varying en- 
vironments, whereas we choose a segment on one level and predict from it a set of 
segments on a less deep level.  Phonetic sets are defined in terms of a predic- 
tive phoneme, phonemic sets in terms of a flexional morphophoneme, flexional mor- 
phophoneme sets in terms of derivational morphophonemes; in all cases, the "basic 


variant" is on a deeper level than any of the alternants it predicts. 


2.3.1. In many cases, the DB-stems will resemble the etymological roots upon which 
word-families were historically formed, but this need not necessarily be the case; 
consider the many instances of deetymologization, recomposition, etc. (Russ. ope- 
nok, opjata; medved', etc.), in addition to the more frequent instances of seman- 
tic drift which carry derivatives out of the word-family in which they originated 
(the original morpheme {raz} 'strike' has entirely disappeared in the family of 
öbraz, and the latter is scarcely evident itself in, say, necelesoobraznost'). 
Only a thorough investigation of the concatenation and accommodation rules affect- 
ing semantic features matrices will enable us to account for the diachronic shifts 
that change polysemy to homonymy and break one word-family into two. We have al- 
ready seen that the phonology of derivation is no simple matter, but there is good 
reason to suspect that the semantics of derivation is less simple than this pho- 
nology. Modern computer technology has made it possible to approach formal prob- 
lems in derivation with some sophistication, but no comparable tool for semantic 


research is visible. 


2.3.2. Semantic drift and subsequent disassociation of word groups from their 
historical word-families is one of the two major diachronic processes observable 
in derivation. The other is the creation of new word-families and new deriva- 
tional rules by a process which, seen from the viewpoint of a generative descrip- 
tion, is "upside down" but nonetheless very real. We have in mind the rapid in- 
ternationalization of European literary languages, and even more that of technical 
jargon, which has led in the Slavic languages to a whole series of new word-family 
types, new morphophonemic alternations, etc. As new international terms are bor- 


rowed, their form-meaning correspondences on the flexional surface create new 
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patterns of alternation which (if we may be forgiven the metaphor) then put down 
roots in the deep structure of the language, creating entities and operations 
within the derivational system. This feedback from surface structure to deep 
structure results in new DB-stems like (okkup-) or {rad=} in the following word- 


families of Russian:"? 


*ant- +sk 
okkup- | tacij- *onn 
+irova- +n- +#n 
+#k 
+ist- 
bort+ 
rad- ! +irova- +n- +#n 
+1 ! 
. *acij 
+10 A 
*fik- : 
*irova- *n- +#n 


i.e. okkupant, okkupantskij, okkupacija, okkupacionnyj, okkupirovat', okkuptrovan, 
okkupirovannyj and radist, radistka, bortradist, radirovat', radirovan, radirovan- 
nyj. radio, radiola, radiofikacija, radioficirovat', radiofieirovan, radioficiro- 
vannyj. Such families create new alternations and reinforce old, Slavic ones 
(e.g. /k/'v /c/ in madiofikacija, radiofieirovat'). If the disintegration of old 
word-families (ob-raz, etc.) can be seen as the elimination of concatenation rules 
and consequent creation of two new DB-stems for one old one, the formation of new 
word-families under the increasing pressure of morphophonemic surface structures 
can be seen as the introduction of new concatenation rules, also accompanied by an 
increase in the stock of DB-stems, e.g. (okkup-), (rad-). Therefore, although the 
complexity of the system of rules tends to maintain a certain balance (elimination 
of older C-rules through semantic drift being compensated by the creation of new 
rules under pressure from surface structures), the number of DB-stems — that is, 
the number of word-families — tends to increase continually, since there is no 
natural process which would coalesce two DB-stems into one and hence merge two 


word-families into a single family. 


2.3.3. Many important questions connected with the structure of word-families have 
been left untouched in this report, and considerations of space prevent us from 
discussing such theoretical problems as the proper meaning of such terms as "mor- 
phology," "lexicology" and "phonology" when seen in the light of the descriptive 


framework proposed here. As research in the structural analysis of derivation 
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4 ipii. 
proceeds," 9 we hope to return to similar questions of fact and of theory in future 
studies. 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


00051582 


-184- 


FOOTNOTES 


l On the existence of a morphophoneme (é) in Czech see our article, "Phonolog- 
ical Levels and Rate of Change", to appear. 


2 See M. Halle, "A Descriptive Convention for Treating Assimilation and Dissimi- 
lation", Quarterly Progress Reports, Research Laboratory of Electronics, M.I.T., 
66 (July, 1962), 295-296. 


3 The actual situation is somewhat more complicated than this, since on the one 
hand not all stems undergo such alternations (cf. hPf£ch hříchu} and on the other 
not all such alternations can be explained by zero endings (cf. míra, instr. 
mérou, gen. plur. mer). 


4 For example, one might assume grammatical constraints on such vocalic alterna- 
tions, positing one set of alternations in the nom. sing. masc. and a different 
set in the gen. plur. fem.-neut.; note that Slovak and Serbocroatian alternations 
cannot be explained purely phonologically (SCr. marka, gen. plur. maraka), as 
Ďurovič has pointed out (Slovo a slovesnost, 26 (1965), 126-129). 


5 E. Stankiewicz, "The Interdependence of Paradigmatic and Derivational Pat- 
terns", Word, 18 (1962), 1-22. 


6 "The Notion of 'Stem' in Russian Flexion and Derivation", To Honor Roman dJa- 
kobson, III (The Hague, 1967), 2269-2288 (henceforth "The Notion of Stem ..."). 


7 See "The Notion of Stem ...", 2274f., and fn. 40 below. 


8 See for example Akademija nauk SSSR, Grammatika russkogo jazyka, 1, Fonetika, 
morfologija (Moskva, 1952, 1960?) (henceforth AG I). The situation is better in 
the excellent study of Czech derivation now appearing (Tvoření slov v češtině, I, 
Teorie odvozovani slov, by M. Dokulil (Praha, 19623; II, Odvozování podstatných 
jmen, ed. by F. Daneš, M. Dokulil, J. Kuchar (Praha, 196727), but even here one 
finds too great reliance on dictionary forms. For example, it is said (I, p. 52) 
that prefixation is accompanied by shortening of the stem vowel in cases like 
brat + přibrat, zabrat and dat + odevzdat, přidat. However, the short past tense 
vowels of bral, dal make it clear that one has to do not with shortening in pre- 
fixal derivation, but rather with lengthening in the formation of the infinitive 
of non-prefixed verbs: a single rule will account for the length of dät, brät, 
whereas it takes two rules to account for the short vowels of pfidat and dal 
(note that the present tense stem is always long: dám, dáš, ...; přidám, pridaé, 


sse) 

9  "Vübeg ... dejstvie po glag. vybegát' - vybeZat'", D. N. Ušakov, ed., Tolkovyj 
slovar' russkogo jazyka, I (Moskva, 1935-40), col. 428 (Henceforth U8ak.). 

10 AG I, 245. 

11 ibid., 241. 

12 ibid., 214; UBak., IV, 1292. 

13 "The Notion of Stem ...". 


l4 This view is advocated most convincingly by A. V. Isacenko in Die russische 
Sprache der Gegenwart, 1: Formenlehre (Halle [Saale], 1962), 3ff. However, it 
can be argued that derivation, like flexion, "treats the rules for concatenation 
of morphemes and studies the meaning and formal properties of the entities formed 
by such concatenation" ("The Notion of Stem ...", 2270). Such different views 
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are probably based more in terminology than in substantive disagreement. 


15 This approach is clearly illustrated by recent works dealing with Slavic: M. 
Halle, "O pravilax russkogo sprjaZenija", American Contributions to the Fifth In- 
ternational Congress of Slavists, I (The Hague, 1963), 113-132; T. M. Lajtner 
(Lightner), "Ob alternacii e % O v sovremennom russkom literaturnom jazyke", Vo- 
prosy jazykoznanija (No. 5, 1966), 64-80; idem, "On the Phonology of the Old 
Church Slavonic Conjugation", IJSLP, 10 (1966), 1-28. For discussion of this ap- 
proach, see E. Stankiewicz, "Slavic Morphophonemics in its Typological and Dia- 
chronic Aspects", Current Trends in Linguistics, 3: Theoretical Foundations (The 


Hague, 1966), 495-520 and our comments in Current Anthropology, 9 (1968), 139- 
144. 


!6 For the type of description one would need, see P. Sgall, Generativní popis 
jazyka a Geská deklinace (Praha, 1967), esp. 162ff. 


17 "The Role of Transformations in the Definition of Syntagmas in Russian and 


Other Slavic Languages", American Contributions to the Fifth International Con- 
grese of Slavists, I (The Hague, 1963), 361-383. 


18 Abbreviations: SUB = substantive, INSTR = instrumental, f = feminine, m = 


masculine, superscript 2, 3 = so-called second and third declension respectively; 
items in curved brackets are in morphophonemic transcription (by which it is 
meant only that these items are deeper, more abstract than phonemes), those in 
slant brackets in phonemic, and in square brackets in phonetic transcription. 
Where the context makes it clear that entries are in morphophonemic transcription 
(e.g., in all discussions of derivation), curved brackets may be omitted.  Exam- 
ples are from Russian unless otherwise identified. 


19 AG I, 266-267. 


20 See J. Katz, "Recent Issues in Semantic Theory", Foundations of Language, 3 
(1967), 124-194. 


?l AG I, 148-149. 


22 kR. Jakobson, "Russian Conjugation", Word, 4 (1948), 155-167. 
23 cf. A. V. Isa*enko, Die russische Sprache der Gegenwart, I, Sff., with fur- 
ther literature. 


24 To the extent that we need not be concerned with their precise form, phono- 


logical rules will be given in an informal shorthand recapitulating facts that 
are either well-known or obvious from the stem-changes resulting therefrom. On 
the vocalization of morphophonemic {#}, see “On Cyclical Rules in Derivational 
Morphophonemics", Phonologie der Gegenwart (Vienna, 1967), 173-186 and "Vowel - 
Zero Alternations in Russian Derivation", IJSLP, 11 (1968). The (o) + (e) rule 
can be formulated either as assignment of [- low tonality] to the segment [+ vo- 
calic, - consonantal, - diffuse, - compact) or as a change [+ low tonality] + 
C- low tonality], in either case in an environment preceding sharped consonants, 
(c, €) etc. Stems without stress mark are end-stressed; the stress assignment 
rule here will place stress on the final syllable in the environment of a zero 
ending. The erasure rule will also affect parentheses (cf. below). For more 
precise formulation of this kind of rule, see M. Halle, The Sownd Pattern of 
Russian (The Hague, 1959). 


25 It will be shown below that the derivational stem of the verb kupit’ (i.e. 
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the stem upon which the deverbative kupeo is formed) is not the F-stem {kup'i}, 
but the D-stem {kup+i}. A side benefit of the use of such underlying DB-stems 
as {kup} is that one no longer has internal inconsistency in the notation of 
palatalization before (4) in F-stems. Use of the F-stem {kup'i} results in the 
derived F-stem {kup'#c} with sharped {p'}, whereas such sharping need not be 
marked in forms like {ot#c}, since it can be predicted from the context; the D- 
stem {kup+i} gives the derived F-stem {kupic}. 


26 we propose the term "generative history" as a substitute for the widely-used 
"derivational history" in order to avoid ambiguity in the term "derivational", 
which can refer either to the set of entities and rules by which a given form 
(say, a terminal syntactic string) was generated or to the derivation of words 
from other words, i.e. derivational morphology. 


27 Cf. M. Dokulil, Tvorent slov v češtině, I: Teorie odvozování slov (Praha, 
1962), 50ff. 


28 E, Stankiewicz, "The Interdependence of Paradigmatic and Derivational Pat- 
terns", Word, 18 (1962), 1-22. 


29  "qhe Notion of Stem ...", 2281ff. 


30 see "The Notion of Stem ...", 2280ff. and "Vowel- Zero Alternations in Rus- 
sian Derivation", IJSLP,.11 (1968). 


3l USak., IV, c. 1292. 


32 we assume the existence of two morphophonemes (y) and (i); see "Phonological 
Levels and Rate of Change". 


33 The suffixal environments listed are not exhaustive. Similarly, as will be 
seen, the truncation rule affects stems concatenated with a wide range of affixes 
forming verbs, substantives and adjectives. 


34 rn the case of (yvaj), stress is assigned automatically to the preceding syl- 
lable. A number of problems connected with stress are left unsolved in this 
paper. 


35 we leave out of consideration the problems involved in proceeding from two 
morphophonemes (y), {i} to one phoneme /i/ and again to two allophones [y], [i]. 


36 The first {Ø} is the verb-forming affix, the second that forming substan- 
tives. 


37 This principle differs from those underlying the generative phonological 
studies of the M.I.T. school (cf. fn. 15), which appears to "recapitulate the 
entire (generative) history of a word in each and every one of this word's case- 
number forms" ("On Cyclical Rules in Derivational Morphophonemics", Phonologie 
der Gegenwart, Vienna, 1967, 181); the price one pays for the present view is 
splitting morphology into two sub-systems, which involves repeating some (not 
many) rules in both systems. 


38 The non-substitutive and substitutive softening rules are well-known. Note 
however that palatalization in derivation differs from that of flexion: (d*3) + 
{Z} in (jézd*jáj) + (jezZäj}, but not in ot"jezat' 

39 We omit the (j) + {2} rule as irrelevant to the present point. 


40 AG I, 219-220. This suffix is a good example of information which can be in- 
cluded into either the item or the process part of a linguistic description. The 
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Academy grammar gives two suffixes -3%ik and -ik, the latter occurring after 8, 
z and after t, d not preceded by nasal, liquid or jot, and the former elsewhere. 
We should prefer to reformulate this information in terms of a single suffix 
{sik} (not {ščik}) and attribute the /čik/ of vkl@d&ik etc. to a morphophonemic 
(accommodation) rule of the form 


cf. besed®ik, bufet&ik, raznosdik, vozdik (sé and zó + É' by further, phonetic 
rules), flejt3&ik, alimentüCik (i.e. [flejtsfik}, (al'iméntsCik)). Choice of the 
suffix beginning in {s} rather than {3} makes it possible to view this truncation 
as another instance of Jakobson's law of truncation (Word, 4, 1948, 155-167) of 
one of two like segments; here it is of course the second segment which is so 
truncated. The AG item-and-arrangement view misses this generalization. 

41 


sCik > Cik/(...* 


[| 
e- a- le a 


t 
d 
S 


z 


P 
| 


As mentioned in fn. 34, a number of problems connected with stress assignment 
must be omitted from this paper for lack of space (and of previous study). One 
generalization seems to be possible: whenever the post-truncation form of a stem 
contains stress markers both within and without the parentheses, that without 
prevails (e.g. (zaprav)+jaj > ... F-stem (zapravl'àj) on the next page). This 
means that stress should be assigned as part of the D-D component; in most cases, 
Stress conflicts are automatically resolved by the truncation rule. Note that 
the above generalization neatly accounts for the stress of perf. vfnosit' vs. im- 
perf. vynostt’: the former is formed by concatenating (ví) with the D-stem of 
nosit’, namely ínos*i), and the latter by concatenating {í} with the D-stem of 
vfnesti, namely {vines}: 


vi (nos+i) (vines) +i 
á(á) + Ala): vi (nos*í) (vines) +i 
ne eee vínos'i vinos'i 


(omitting the problem of root vocalism, irrelevant to the stress). 
The rule that in the absence of other markers truncated stressed segments 


lose their stress to the next left segment is another instance of a general rule; 


ei: (perep'is*á)*sCik 


Truncate: (perep'is*g)*sCik stol*é 
a... + 4...6: (perep'ís*$)*sCik stöl+g 


The apparent problem of getting rid of the {øg} in (perep'is+tgs)+scik is easily 
solved; this is not the morphophonemic {8} used to derive nouns and verbs, but 
simply a phonetic zero, which could be marked by a different symbol and erased 
together with (,). 


*2 this word poses a stress problem. If derived from {vikup+i} by the suffix 
{aj}, the stress rules in fn. 41 should give the derived D-stem (víkup*áj), from 
which truncation would produce *viküp. 


M góvor is a stress exception; most C-3 derivatives simply shift the stress in 


accordance with the retraction rule of p. 175 : e.g. (otxod+i) + (otxód) in deriv- 
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ing otxöd. 


“4 Cf. F. Daneš, M. Dokulil, J. Kuchar, Tvoření slov v češtině, II, Odvozování 
podstatných jmen (Praha, 1967), 197. Cf. also such Czech evidence for the gener- 
ality of the truncation rule as the subliterary (obecná čeština) formations 
Václavák and Karläk from vaclavtsk(@ náměstí) and karl*ov(o náměstí). Of course, 
truncation can operate on surface phonological facts as well as on deeper enti- 
ties like {+}: cf. the truncation of /n/ in Cz. medieinální + medieinálka disci- 
plinärnt + disciplinärka, etc. 


45 AG I, 245. 


46 This is the same rule as needed in the F-system, whereas the (*) and {nu} 
rules occur only in derivation. 


47 The tables stand for sets of concatenation and accommodation rules. Stems 
followed by "=" are blocked, i.e. not outputted to the F-system (no words of Rus- 
sian correspond to them); stems followed by "-" are both outputted to the F- 
system and subjected to further derivational rules; stems followed by neither "=" 
nor "-" are terminal, i.e. they are outputted to the F-system but not subjected 
to further derivational rules. The "+" indicates whether a given affix is suf- 
fixed (+ant-) or prefixed (bort+) to the preceding stem. 


48 Such research is being conducted (primarily on Russian) by the author and his 
colleagues at the University of California and the RAND Corporation; the research 
is based on a computer-segmented corpus of 110,000 Russian words. The first 
volume to result from this work is now in press: D. S. Worth, A. S. Kozak, D. B. 
Johnson, Russian Derivational Dictionary: cf. also D. S. Worth, R. S. Schupbach, 
A Deep Index of Derivational Morphology, RAND Corporation Memorandum RM-5143-PR 
(Santa Monica, California, 1966). 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


0051582 


AMBIGUITY IN RUSSIAN DERIVATION 


0. Ambiguity is not the exception but the rule in natural language. Existing on 
all linguistic levels, ambiguity is responsible for most of the richness of lan- 
guage and for many of the problems of linguists.  Hardly a sentence is uttered 
which is not ambiguous in several ways. The linguist, whose job it is to seek 
for clarity in what often seems like chaos, to discover structure under the 
jumble of surface data, to cage restless meaning in rigid form, is inclined to 
seek one-to-one relations throughout language, ignoring the multiple ambiguity 
which is inherent to every linguistic level. In this paper, we shall examine 
some types of ambiguity in the Russian derivational system. ! 

Ambiguous relations are of two types, synonymic and homonymic. Since the 
terms synonymy and homonymy themselves have been preempted for lexicology, we 
shall introduce (with apologies for further cluttering the terminological land- 
scape) the terms SYNAMBIGUITY and HOMAMBIGUITY to signify these two cardinal 
types of ambiguity.  Synambiguity obtains when one element of deep structure is 
represented by two elements of surface structure,? or — which often amounts to 
the same thing — when one unit of meaning is represented by two units of form, as 
for example when {g} in {lug-} 'meadow' is represented by [gJ, (g,J and [k] in 
luga, luge, lug,? when /e/ appears as Ce] and as Ce) in èto and èti, when 'in- 
strumental (singular)' is expressed by (-om) in the context 'non-feminine' but by 
{-#ju} in the context 'feminine', when the syntactic string translatable by 'the 
wind carried off the boat' appears as véter unds lödku, lödka unesená vétrom and 
vétrom unesló lédku, or when the presumably identical underlying semantic fea- 
tures corresponding to English 'brave' are incorporated in the stems of the two 
adjectives smélyj and rrábryj.  Homambiguity obtains when two morphophonemes are 
neutralized phonetically (as {g} and {k} in /luk/ = lug 'meadow' or luk 'onion') 
or morphophonemically (as (t) and {k} in the /2/ of bormé@ut < bormotát' and of 
kli2ut < klikät'), when two different sets of semantic features share a common 
phonological expression as in the (vod-) of vodft' "lead! and the (vod-] of vodá 


'water', in case syncretism such as (-im) s both 'instrumental singular non-femi- 
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nine' and 'dative plural', or when two underlying syntactic strings correspond to 
(underlie) a single surface string as in Já znál egó studéntom, the embedded sen- 
tence of which can be either Já bl studéntom or On bl studéntom. These syn- 

and homambiguities differ from one level to another, and have been the subject of 
much scholarly literature. The only part of the Russian linguistic system whose 


ambiguities have as far as I know escaped attention is derivational morphology. 


1. The Russian system of word-formation shows, mutatis mutandis, the same two 
types of ambiguity as the remainder of the language. Both synambiguity and hom- 
ambiguity can be either complete or partial, as will become clear with the exam- 
ples below. 

DERIVATIONAL SYNAMBIGUITY obtains when one and the same derivational meaning 
is effected by two distinct affixes, for example moróz 'frost' * 'diminutive-af- 
fectionate' + both morózec and morözik, or lgat' 'lie' + 'agent' + both Zgun and 
lÉec. Aspect formation provides many examples of ambiguity of this type, e.g. 
zatopft' (P) + ‘imperfective’ > both zatopiját' (I) and zat&plivat’ (1), zarézat' 
(P) + zarezát' (I) and zarézyvat' (I). Standard sources provide quite some in- 
formation about derivational synambiguity." This is not the case with deriva- 
tional homambiguity, which appears to be almost completely uninvestigated. 

DERIVATIONAL HOMAMBIGUITY obtains when two or more deriving stems give rise 
to a single derived stem, i.e. when a given word has more than one derivational 
history. There seem to be two principally different kinds of homambiguity in 
Russian derivation (although as we shall see they are not always entirely sepa- 
rate from one another). The simpler of the two obtains when the morphophonemics 
of derivation operate on two quite distinct words to produce homonymic deriva- 
tives. The imperfective of namesít' (P) 'prepare a certain quantity of something 
by kneading' is namé8ivat'!, which shares an identical phonological structure 
with the imperfective namöäivat'? of nameBát' (P) ‘add, mix into something'.? 
Such cases are by no means rare; cf. dopáivat' (1) to both dopaját' 'finish sol- 
dering' and dopoft' ‘finish giving to drink', doryvát' (I) to both dorvát' 'fin- 
ish tearing' and dorft’ "finish digging', etc. Since this type of ambiguity ex- 
tends across the boundaries between separate derivational families, it might be 
termed exocentric homambiguity. Its opposite is then endocentric homambiguity, 
that is, derivational ambiguity within one and the same word-family. It is this 


latter type of ambiguity with which this paper is primarily concerned. 


2. Derivational ambiguities in Russian involve two distinct but interrelated sets 
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of problems, one formal (phonological) and one semantic. The formal problem is 
that of directionality: if two words are derivationally related, is the relation 
between them directional, that is, is one word always hierarchically subordinated 
to the other? The material itself leads to no clear conclusion: at one extreme, 
highly "motivated" derivation (to use Vinokur's term) is obviously directional 
(the diminutive dómik is clearly derived from dom), but at the other extreme, 
there clearly exist derivational sets which can be directionally ordered only 
with a certain artificiality (e.g., -izm/-iet/-iXSeskij sets, sexed animal sets 
like koz&/kozél and lev/l'vica, "ethnic" sets like abxáz/Abráaija/abxáazka/abzáz- 
skij.) A generative description is inherently directional, and has only two al- 
ternatives: either one of the given set of words is taken as basic and the others 
derived therefrom, or an abstract form is assumed to underlie all given words, 
which are then derived from this abstract form; the first solution leads to arti- 
ficially imposed hierarchies and the second to the multiplication of speculative 
abstractions. This paper will explore some of the consequences of the first of 
these approaches; we shall see that the formalization of a directional, one-word- 
to-another description remains feasible in spite of some problems. 

The semantic problem of derivational ambiguity is that of discontinuity, 
that is, of the incomplete parallelism between the formal and the semantic pro- 
cesses of derivation. Such categorial meanings of affixes as "agentive", "diminu- 
tive", "imperfective", while useful in labelling entire derivational models, are 
not much help in describing the semantics of individual word-formations. Not all 
meanings of a derivational base are carried over into its derivative, and the lat- 
ter as often as not adds new, idiosyncratic meanings of its own. The problem of 
phonological/semantic discontinuity is extraordinarily complicated, as Mel'Cuk has 
recently made clear; ? in this paper, we shall merely explore a few semantic prob- 


lems of derivational ambiguity. 


3. The formal and semantic problems of directionality and discontinuity can be ex- 
plored in the types of ambiguity resulting from derivation involving aspectual 
pairs. (Whether aspect formation is considered to be part of flexion, part of de- 
rivation or somewhere in between is irrelevant to our purpose, since the problems 
will not be changed or solved by relabelling them.) 

Russian shows at least three kinds of homambiguity connected with aspect for- 
mation: (1) a single secondary imperfective can correspond to two perfectives 


(procést' LP) and proXitát' [P] both > proßftyvat' £11); (2) verbs in -sja are 
P p 
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derivationally related both to verbs of the same aspect but without -8ja and to 
verbs with -sja but of different aspect (dolé&Sivat'sja is both imperfective to do- 
le&ft'sja and intransitive to dolöfivat'); (3) deverbative substantives are cor- 
related with (= derived from) both members of aspectual pairs (obsüdka from obsu- 
šít’ and obsüfivat'), or, if there exist both transitive and -sja intransitive 
pairs, from all four verbs (obrisövka from obrisovát'/obrisóvyvat' and from obri- 
sovát'sja/obrisóvyvat'sja).  Endocentrically homambiguous forms can be interre- 
lated with exocentrically homambiguous forms, and the three types of endocentric 
homambiguity just listed can combine to form multiple homambiguous derived forms. 
Throughout these complicated patterns run the two threads of (phonological) direc- 


tionality and (semantic) discontinuity. 


3.1. The derivation of secondary imperfectives "simultaneously" from two perfec- 
tive verbs poses substantial formal problems, but is not impossible if one is pre- 
pared to accept the existence of underlying derivational stems containing marked 
morpheme boundaries and bracketed constituent structure, upon which an ordered set 
of morphophonemic rules operate;? the imperfective procityvat' can thus be derived 
from the derivational stems {pro=#t+aj} and (pro-Cét*g) of proóitát' and procést' 
respectively.  Implied in such a description is the assumption that the secondary 
imperfective has two distinct underlying phonological shapes, corresponding to the 
two forms from which it is derived: 


(proscét*aj)*ivaj (<proeität’) 


, = 
proSftyvat (pro-GWt*g)*ivaj (< pročēst') 


That this assumption is less innocent than it seems will become apparent toward 
the end of this paper. 

The formal (phonological) problems of such simultaneous dual derivation are 
complicated enough by themselves, but the real complexity of Russian derivation 
becomes apparent only when one attempts to account for the semantic side of the 
process as well as the phonology. Proéftyvat' itself provides a simple illustra- 
tion of this. The perfective pro@ität' has two basic meanings: ‘read through (un- 
derstanding the contents of what has been read)' and 'spend a certain time in 
reading' (e.g., proßität' knígu and profität' vajü nöd! respectively). Its per- 
fective synonym pročést', however, has only the first of these two meanings, and 
the same is true of the imperfective proóttyvat'. Now, even the phonological gym- 


nastics by which we can obtain proöftyvat' from both progést' and procität' — in 
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the case of the latter, by truncating {-aj} from and vocalizing (4) to {i} in the 
underlying { (pro=é#t+aj})+ivaj} — are quite incapable of accounting for the loss of 
the second meaning of proditat’ in the course of deriving proGityvat’ (it would be 
unreasonable to assume that this semantic change is in any way connected with the 
concomitant phonological changes, namely addition of {-ivaj} and truncation of 
{-aj}).? Such semantic discontinuities are more the rule than the exception.  Na- 
kládyvat', for example, is imperfective to both nakläst' and nalozit'’.  Naloàft' 
has seven meanings, but nakiást' has only two of these seven ('fill up by placing 
something in' and 'beat severely'). Consequently, the naklädyvat' derived from 
naloZít' will have seven meanings, while that derived from nakläst' will have only 
two. Since nakladyvat' must either have, or not have the five additional mean- 
ings, the derivational system would appear in such cases to have worked itself in- 
to a state of near absurdity.!ÓÜ It is true that a certain number of such problems 
might be due to the prescientific clumsiness of present-day lexicographic tech- 
niques, but it would be idle to assume that all the complexities of semantic dis- 
continuity will simply wither away under the glaring light of some new and power- 
ful lexicology.!! 

The ambiguity of proéftyvat' in regard to pro®ést' and profität' was clearly 
endocentric, and that of doryv&t' to dor§t' and dorvät' was just as clearly endo- 
centric. Some cases of ambiguity, however, seem to straddle the fence between 
endo- and exocentricity.  Dokátyvat', for example, is imperfective to both doka- 
tat’ and dokatít'. The latter, however, are not merely (near-)synonyms, as were 
proß&st' and prodität'; dokatát' means "finish rolling (something)', while doka- 
tft" means both ‘move (something) to a different place by rolling‘ and ‘ride 
quickly up (to someplace)', that is, these two perfectives have only the semantic 
component 'circular motion' in common. Just as was the case with pro&ítyvat', do- 
kátyvat' clearly has two distinct phonological structures, corresponding to its 


dual origin: 


dokátyvat' = (do-katáj)*tivaj (<dokatät') 
(do-kat,f)*ivaj (< dokatft') 


but unlike pro@ftyvat', dokátyvat' contains three distinct meanings, one from do- 
katát' and two from dokatft'. The ambiguity of dokátyvat''s origin is not at 
question; what is at issue is its status as one word or two (i.e., has one to do 
with a single but polysemantic dokátyvat', or with distinct but partially syno- 
nymic dokátyvat'! and dokátyvat'?). In the absence of an objective method for 
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distinguishing polysemy from homonymy, we can do little beyond reiterating the 
existence of this problem.!? 

The combination of semantic discontinuities and the interrelations of endo- 
and exocentric homambiguities result — as expected — in further complications. 
The imperfective natáskivat'! is ambiguously derived from the perfectives na- 
taB"Ít' and nataskát'!. Nataß&ft' has two meanings, ‘bring in quantity' and 
'bringing, cover’. In the first of these meanings natas@tt' is synonymous with 
nataskät'! 'bring in quantity', and in the second meaning it is synonymous with 
another perfective verb, natjanfit', but only in the third of the latter's mean- 
ings, (3) 'bringing, cover'. As a result, the secondary imperfectives natáski- 
vat'! and natjágivat' (the latter from natjanfit') are partial synonyms, sharing 
the meaning ‘bringing, cover' (from nata8óÍt' (2) and from natjanft' (3)). Fur- 
thermore, there exists the pair nataskát'?/natáskivat'? ‘teach, train (dogs, 
etc.)', which are exocentrically homonymous with nataskát'!/natáskivat'!. This 
complex set of syn- and homambiguous relations may be more readily apprehended in 


diagrammatic form: 


natjágivat' (3) 4— natjanüt' (3) ‘bringing, cover' 
zwe,,|(2) ‘bringing, cover’ 

. nor nataščtt a l pm 

natáskivat (1) 'bring in quantity 
T nataskát'! ‘pring in quantity' 


natáskivat'? =— nataskát'? 'train (dogs) ' 


A semantic analysis utilizing semantic distinctive features would undoubtedly show 
this picture to be even more complicated, since the features corresponding to 
'repetitive action' would be present in nataskät'?/natäskivat'? as well as in the 
remaining verbs. However, even the rough schema above suffices to show the diffi- 
culties any formal grammar will encounter in trying to account for the semantic 


and formal complexities of Russian aspect formation. 


3.2. Another variety of derivational ambiguity in Russian occurs in the formation 
of intransitives in -8ja. Here one must distinguish two subtypes. In the first, 
already noted by Lopatin and Uluxanov,!? a perfective in -gja can be ambiguously 
derived both from the corresponding perfective without -8ja, and from an imperfec- 
tive intransitive in -8ja, e.g. 

kléit'sja 


kleit' raskl&it'sja 
< raskleit' ~ 
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The second and far more frequent subtype occurs when a secondary imperfective in 
-8ja is ambiguously derived both from the corresponding perfective verb in -8ja 
and from a corresponding imperfective without -8ja. Smjagdät'sja, for example, is 
both imperfective to &emjagófít'sja and intransitive (usually mislabelled 'passive', 
'etrad.') to smjag@&t'. There are hundreds of similar sets in Russian (over one 
hundred for na-...8ja verbs alone), e.g. narek&t'sja from naréó'sja and narekát', 
otsträivat'sja from otströit'sja and otatráivat', dosl&divat'sja from doslüßat'sja 
and dosláSivat', etc. 

Homambiguous imperfective intransitives in -8ja show the same kinds of seman- 
tic complication as were noted in plain aspect derivation above. One example will 
suffice. The perfective verb navalft' has four meanings: (l) 'place something 
heavy on top of something', (2) 'toss into a disorderly pile', (3) 'pile up (snow, 
etc.) in large quantities', (4) 'collect, come together in large numbers'.  Navá- 
livat'! is listed as imperfective to navalít', presumably in all four of the lat- 
ter's meanings, though this is not stated explicitly in SRJa. There also exists a 
perfective intransitive navalft'sja, which like navalít' has four meanings; the 
four meanings of navalft'sja are however by no means merely the intransitive ver- 
sions of the four meanings of navalft', namely: (5) ‘crush by one's weight, create 
difficulties', (6) "attack suddenly and furiously’, (7) (naval term.) ‘cant, 
tip', (8) 'fall in large quantities'. Although meanings (5)-(8) obviously share a 
number of semantic features with meanings (1)-(4), the former cannot be derived 
from the latter merely by subtracting the grammatical meaning 'transitive' from 
the latter; in other words, there is a substantial semantic discontinuity between 
the transitive and intransitive perfectives. Further: the imperfective intransi- 
tive naválivat'sja! is defined by SRJa both as intransitive to naválivat'! (but, 
nota bene, only in the first two meanings (1), (2) which naválivat'! has inherited 
from navalft'!), and as imperfective to navalft'sja (thus presumably inheriting 
all four of the latter's meanings). To compound the confusion, there exists an- 
other perfective verb navaljät', one of whose three meanings is equal to meaning 
(3) of navalft': (9) ‘to felt, full (i.e., to produce felt cloth by rolling and 
crushing)', (10-3) ‘pile something up in quantity', (11) ‘write or sketch hastily, 
carelessly'. Note that navalít' and navalját' even share the same government pat- 
tern (acc. or gen.) in meaning (3), i.e., they are really partial synonyms. Na- 
valjät' has an imperfective naválivat'?, which would be exocentrically homonymous 


with navälivat'! were it not for the shared meaning (3) which makes these homonyms 
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partially synonymous (!). Further: naválivat'?^ has an intransitive naválivat'- 
8ja?^, which, inheriting meanings (9) (3) (11) from naválivat', is exocentrically 
homonymous with naválivat'aja! (whereas, it will be remembered, the corresponding 
imperfective transitives navälivat'! and naválivat'? were partly homonymic, part- 
ly synonymic). Finally, there exists an isolated perfective intransitive nava- 
Ljät'sja ‘to lie around (e.g., in bed) as long as one will', which for conveni- 
ence' sake will be left unconnected with the other verbs in this set, although a 
semantic feature analysis would of course show navaljät'sja to share some such 
feature complexes as 'quantification' and 'nonlinear motion' with these other 


verbs. Again, the situation may be clearer in diagrammatic form: 


navalft' ( — ) navalft'sja 
1234 5 6 7 8 


naválivat'! —  naválivat'sja! 
123. 12 5 6 7 6 


naválivat'? — navälivat'sja? 
9 3 I1 9 3 11 
nava Lját ' (—) navalját'sja 
9 3 11 12 


3.3. Deverbative substantives provide a third kind of derivational ambiguity in 
Russian. Such substantives are occasionally defined as derived from only one 
member of the aspectual pair (e.g., obxód only from obxodft', not from obojtí), 
but this is almost always due to an inappropriate search for identity in the sur- 


face phonology of deriving and derived stem. l” 


There where there are no apparent 
phonological complications, the deverbative substantive is considered derived 
from both the perfective and the imperfective members of the aspectual pair, e.g., 
ob"javlénie from both ob"javft' (P) and ob"javiját' (I), obsfSka from both obsu- 
šít’ (P) and obsüdivat' (I), etc. Semantic discontinuities are common in such de- 
verbative derivation, and can take one of two forms. Either the deverbative sub- 
stantive adds a meaning not in the verb (obtjáika is not only deverbative to ob- 
tjanüt'/obtjägivat', but in addition means 'that by means of which something is 
covered, closed,' i.e. the instrument by which the action itself is accomplished; 
cf. also obtírka, obsfppka, and many others), or it eliminates one or more of the 
verb's meanings (obtesät'/obt&ösyvat' means (1)'level, make even by hewing' and 
(2) 'teach good manners, cultivated behavior', but only the first of these mean- 
ings is carried over to the deverbative substantive obtéska). The semantic com- 


plications are just as great in sets containing deverbatives as in the formation 
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of aspectual pairs (3.1) and the derivation of -sja intransitives (3.2), but the 
problem of semantic discontinuity has been adequately illustrated already, and 
rather than repeat such demonstrations here, it will be more profitable to uti- 
lize deverbative substantives to examine a phonological problem connected with 
directionality in derivation. 
We have seen above that a word which is ambiguously derived from two sources 

must be considered to have two distinct underlying phonological representations. 
In the case of deverbatives, this means, e.g., that ob"javlénie has two phono- 


logical structures 


Sende x (ob=jav,{)+en,ij («ob"javftt') 
L(ob-jav,í)*ájJ*en,ij (< ob"javljat') 


and similarly 


bieiin x C(ob=t,ag)+nüJ+t#k (<obtjanüt’) 
{[(ob=t,ag)+nült+tivaj}+#k (<obtjägivat') 
nastrig = C(nazstr,ig)*9)*9 (<nastri&') 


(t(nazstr,ig)*1*aj)*9 (<nastrigät')!? 


etc., etc. for hundreds of similar cases. Such ambiguous phonological structures 
do not seem unnatural for deverbative substantives derived from both of two 
verbs. The situation is not always this straightforward, however. 

In cases where the given verb exists not only in transitive (perfective and 
imperfective) but also in intransitive pairs, deverbative substantives are usu- 
ally defined as derived from all four verb forms, e.g. obuéénie is said by SRJa 
to mean ‘action according to the meaning of the verbs obuócft' —obuóGát' and obu- 
éft'sja—obucát'sja. That is, the deverbative obu@énie is derived from all four 


of these verb forms: 


obu&tt' —- obuétt 'sja 


oue obučát'sja 


obucénie 


The same logic which led us to posit two phonological structures for ob"javlänie, 


obtjáika, nastríg etc. above now requires us to admit the existence of FIVE dis- 
tinct underlying phonological structures for substantives like obuóónie (five in- 
stead of four, because as we have seen the imperfective intransitive is itself 


ambiguously derived from the perfective intransitive and the imperfective transi- 
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tive, i.e. it has itself two underlying phonologies, each of which must be car- 


ried over to its own derivatives): 


(ob=uéi)+én,ij (< obuctit') 
L(obzucí)*tájJ*én,ij (< obučát') 
nie = C (ob=učí)+...saJ+én,ij (<obudft'sja) 
{E (ob=učí)+ájļJ+...sa}+én,ij (< obučát'sja< obučát') 


{C (ob=uéi)+...sal+4j}+én,ij (< obučát'saja < obučīít'sja) 


If one could accept the double phonologies of ob"javiénie etc. without protest, 
quintuple phonological structures such as that of obu@énie are substantially more 
awkward, and the grammar which gives rise to them is, to say the least, a bit 
clumsy. And yet there are many dozens, and perhaps hundreds of just such deverb- 
ative substantives: cf., within a few pages in the dictionary, in addition to the 
obußenie set, obrisdvka from obrisovat'/obrisévyvat' and obrisovät 'sja/obrisóvy- 
vat'sja, oboróna from oboronít'/oboronját' and oboronit'sja/oboronjat'sja, ob"- 
jasnénte from ob"jasntt'/ob"jasnjät' and ob"jasnft'sja/ob'"jasnját'aja. Nor are 
such quintuple phonologies the worst the language can offer, as the following 
example will make clear. 

The deverbative substantive obmén ‘exchange (of goods, experiences, etc.)' 
is said by SRJa to be derived from obmenját' —obmenítt'/obménivat' and obmenját'- 
8ja—obmentt'sja/obménivat'eja (the -nft' and -nját' forms are said to be com- 


plete synonyms): 


obmenftt' obménzvat ' obmenját verd 
obmenft'aja ————————* obménivat'sja | «———————- obmenjat'sja | 


hdd 
ine = ee 


The descriptive framework within which we have been working now requires that we 


posit not two and not five, but TEN separate phonological structures for the word 


obmén: 


(obzmen,í)*g (< obmenft') 

(ob=men,4j)+@ (<obmenjät') 
C(obzmen,í)*...saJ)*9 (<obmentt’sja) 
C(obszmen,áj)*...saJ)*9 (< obmenjat'sja) 
C(ob=men,i)+tivaj]+@ (< obménivat' <obmentt') 
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L(ob-men,àj)*ivaj]*g (< obménivat' < obmenjat') 

{E (ob=men,{)+...salt+ivaj}+@ (< obménivat'sja< obmentt'sja) 
(C(obzmen,áj)*...sal*ivaj)*9 (< obménivat'eja < obmenját 'aja) 

{C (ob=men,{)+ivaj]+...sa}+@ (< obménivat'aja « obménivat' < obmentt') 


{C (ob=men,4j)+ivaj]+...sa}+@ (< obménivat'sja < obménivat' < obmenját ') 


It would not be difficult to find further examples of such complications. 

It might be well to pause for a moment at this point and consider the signi- 
ficance of decuple phonological notations such as that just described. Consider- 
ing the fact that obmén is, after all, an innocuous little word, simple in its 
meaning and frequent in the speech of all educated Russians, one's first reaction 
is that there is something cancerous about a phonological system which generates 
all these structures for a single word. Let us suppose, for a moment, that the 
two perfective verbs obmenját' and obmenjät'sja were to disappear. With them 
would vanish a full five of the above ten phonological structures of the deriva- 
tive obmén (since obménzvat' would then have a single structure and obménivat'eja 
only two rather than four), but is there any way in which either the real (i.e., 
the intuitively acceptable) phonology or semantics of obmén would have changed? 

I think not. Should one conclude, then, that the whole concept of deep vs. sur- 
face phonological structure is wrong, and treat this analysis of obmén as a re- 
ductio ad absurdum of the entire idea of directional derivation? This too, as 
it seems, would be premature. What is certain is that it makes no sense to say 
that the word obmén has (in any reasonable meaning of "has") ten different phono- 
logical structures. If, however, we regard these phonological structures not as 
properties of the word obmén itself, but as specifications of the formal rela- 
tions obtaining between obmén and the words with which it is derivationally re- 
lated — that is, if we may be permitted the metaphor, as a specification of the 
geometry of the space, one point in which is occupied by obmén and others by ob- 
menit', obménivat' etc. — then the ten separate structures seem less monstrously 
disproportionate to the facts they are supposed to account for. But one still 
instinctively rebels at the presence of ten separate phonological structures 
where there are only six derivational relations to account for. And here, it 
seems, is the crux of the matter. If we say that, e.g., obménivat' is derived 
from both obmenít' and obmenját', the formal phonological implications of this 
statement can be rendered in a not unsatisfactory way by assigning the two struc- 


tures {(ob=men,i)+ivaj} and {(ob=men,äj)+ivaj} to obménivat'. If we recall at 
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this point that this dual phonological structure is not a description of the 
phonology of obménivat' itself ('deep' or other), but merely a specification of 
the formal relationship obtaining between obménivat' on the one hand and obmenit' 
and obmenját' on the other, then we see that there is no reason to carry this 
dual structure on into the ensuing derivations. This is the weakness of the de- 
Scriptions given so far: in carrying ambiguous phonological descriptions past 

the given word into subsequent derivational processes, we have in fact acted as 
if these ambiguous phonological structures were properties of the given word, 
rather than specifications of this word's relations to others in the family. If 
we specify that every word has one and only one phonological structure in regard 
to derivatives from that word, we can eliminate four of the ten structures of ob- 
món, leaving only the six that are a not unreasonable specification of obmén's 
relation to the six verbs obmenft', obménivat', etc. The single phonological 
structure can be obtained simply: one has only to retain the common elements of 
the dual (or treble, etc.) structures which specify the relation of the given 
word to its derivational antecedents. For example, obménivat' is related to ob- 


mentt' and to obmenját' as specified by the two statements 


(ob-men,í)*ivaj 


(ob=men ‚äj)+ivaj 
the common denominator of which is 
ob-mén,ivaj 


which from then on (e.g., as a derivational base for obménivat'sja) is the only 
phonological structure of obménivat'. Similarly, the intransitive obménivat'sja 
is related to its own three derivational antecedents as specified by the three 


statements 


[(ob=-men ,i)+...saltivaj (<obmentt'sja) 
C(obemen,áj)*...saJ*tivaj (<obmenjät'sja) 


(ob-mén,ivaj)*...sa (<obmenivat’; cf. just above) 


of which the common denominator is (ob-mén,ivaj...sa) (we ignore here several 
problems of the formal generation of these "common denominators"), and it is the 
latter which serves as the only phonological representation of obménivat'sja in 
the subsequent specification of the relations obtaining between obménivat'sja and 


obmén; instead of the four distinct structures given above, all four of which 
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purportedly specified the relations between obménivat'sja and obmén, we now have 
a single phonological statement of this relation: [(ob-mén,ivaj...sa)*tg). Obmen 
will of course also be associated with five other structures, specifying its 
phonological relations to the five other verbs in this set, but none of these 
structures will be considered to be a description of the phonology of obmén it- 
self. By the "common denominator" principle alluded to above, obmén will (in re- 
gard to further derivations, e.g. obménnyj, and in regard to its own flexional 
phonology!® have the simple structure (ob-men*g). It is clear, then, that the 
apparent absurdity of the phonological framework utilized throughout this paper 
is resolved by: (1) remembering that ambiguous phonological statements are speci- 
fications of relations between words, not descriptions of words, and (2) positing 
as the phonological description of a word the common denominator of all relation- 
al specifications between the given word and its antecedents. 

In this discussion of derivational ambiguities connected with aspect forma- 
tion, we have pointed out some of the problems caused by semantic discontinui- 
ties — without yet proposing a formal device for their solution — and have tried 
to clarify the meaning (and to eliminate a possible misinterpretation) of the 
ambiguous phonological statements that are a part of the framework in which we 
have been studying ambiguity. Needless to say, there are many more problems of 


both phonology and semantics remaining to be investigated. 


4. There are many types of ambiguity in Russian derivation other than those 
closely connected with aspectual pairs. Neither the phonology nor the semantics 
of these other types is in any way simpler than those of the varieties of ambi- 
guity already discussed, but for reasons of space, we must limit ourselves to a 
brief indication of some of these as yet undiscussed kinds of derivational ambi- 
guity. 

Negated abstract substantives in ne-...08t' are usually derived from the 
corresponding negated adjectives in ne-...yj (e.g. nedorázvityj + nedorázvitost', 
nevozvrätnyj > nevozvrütnost'), but a few dozen such negated abstracts appear to 
be ambiguously derived. Nesamostojätel'nost', for example, is defined by SRJa 
both as substantive to nesamostojätel'nyj and as ‘absence of samostojatel'nost'', 
i.e. as ambiguously derived from both bases; the same is true for e.g. nesoraz- 
mérnost' and neuvérennost'.!? Similar ambiguities obtain in the case of some 
negated abstracts in bez-...nost', e.g. bezsakónnost', derived both from bezza- 
kónnyj and zakónnost'. 
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Many derivational ambiguities are to be found among compounds, esp. in tech- 
nical terminology. A case in point are compounds containing suffixal elements; 
these are often ambiguously derived both from the non-suffixed compound, and from 
the suffixed simplex (= non-compound). Domovladelica, for example, is ambiguous- 
ly the feminine to domovladélee and a compound of vladélioa (cf. dadevladelica, 
zemlevladélica); &lektroakustißeskij is both the adjective corresponding to élek- 
troaküstika and a compound of akustfZeskij. Examination of several hundred po- 
tentially ambiguous cases reveals that the majority of them are suffixal deriva- 
tives of compounds, rather than compounds of suffixal forms, but there are with- 
out doubt well over a hundred genuinely ambiguous cases.!? 

Nouns in -izm and -tst and related forms, especially those built on borrowed 
bases, form complicated and often non-directional ambiguities, cf. for example 
dögma/dögmat/dogmatizm/dogmätik/dogmätika/dogmatf&eskij! ('osnovannyj na dogmax', 
'svojstvennyj dogmatiku')/dogmatideskij? (‘otnosja&’tijaja k dogmatike, izlagaju- 
ščij dogmaty')/dogmatténost'/dogmattimyj. Such is often also the situation with 
ethnic names and their derivatives, e.g. amerika/amerikänee/amerikänka/amerikän- 
skij. It seems equally artificial to insist on a single direction of derivation 
(e.g. from male to female designation) and to deny the presence of any direction 
in derivation at all;!? in addition, the morphemic status of items such as the 
-an- in the set just adduced is in need of clarification. 

Among the other varieties of ambiguity in Russian derivation, let us indi- 
cate only cases such as ämut' from both ax and árat',? perfective/imperfective 
pairs such as zaxodít' (P) derived directly from xodft' and meaning ‘begin to go'/ 
zaxodít' (I), imperfective to zajt?T (among such verbs the phonological structure 
often differs, cf. zabégat’ (P)/ zabegát' (1), zaplävat' (P)/ zaplyvát' (I), etc. 
Finally, all the many instances of so-called compound affixes in Russian are il- 
lustrations of derivational ambiguity, e.g. skrj&ZniZestvo both from skrjága + ni- 
Zestvo and from skrjäßniäat' + stvo.?! 

An assiduous search would doubtless uncover many more varieties of deriva- 
tional ambiguity in Russian. The formal and the semantic problems connected with 
ambiguity are, as we hope to have shown, substantial, and most of them are not 
merely unsolved but unexamined. 

One final remark. If ambiguity is as widespread in natural language as we 
have maintained, how is it that ordinary people go about their ordinary discourse 


unbothered by the multitude of ambiguities their language contains? One must 
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assume, it appears to me, that no matter how complex the ambiguities of any 
level, the speakers of a language are provided with the means not necessarily 
for resolving ambiguity, but at least for placing it in hierarchical order. In- 
formation within the code itself and within the speech situation is almost always 
adequate to enable the hearer or reader to make a reasonable guess as to the most 
likely interpretation of the given ambiguous sound, word, phrase or sentence. 

And here we come to truly unknown territory: what are the linguistic and extra- 
linguistic factors which impose the hierarchical ordering of competing solutions 
to ambiguous utterances, and what is the role of these factors (and the shifting 


hierarchies they occasion) in the historical evolution of languages? 
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FOOTNOTES 


l The research on which this paper was based was supported by National Science 
Foundation Grant GS-2327. 


2 We use the terms ‘deep’ and 'surface' not as absolutes, but relatively, as ex- 
plained in the paper "'Surface structure' and 'deep structure' in Slavic morphol- 
ogy", American Contributions to the Sixth International Congress of Slavists, 
vol. I (The Hague, 1968), p. 396-397. The notion that there could be a single 
‘deep’ layer and a single 'surface' layer of language seems both counterintuitive 
and unproductive. 


3 Morphophonemes are given in curved brackets, phonemes in slant brackets, pho- 
netic transcriptions in square brackets, and Cyrillic forms in italics. In ren- 
dering the constituent structure of derived forms, however, parentheses and 
brackets are used without these special meanings. 


4 E.g., AN SSSR, Gramatika russkogo jazyka, I (Moscow, 1960?), p. 210-225 (suf- 


fixes forming nouns designating male persons). Cf. also V. V. Vinogradov, Rus- 
skij jazyk (Moscow-Leningrad, 1947), p. 98ff. and the discussion of onomasiolog- 
ical categories and their realization in M. Dokulil, Tvorent slov v češtině, 1, 
Teorie odvozovänt slov (Prague, 1962), p. 29ff.; cf. the "derivational fields" in 
O. G. Revzina, Struktura. slovoobrazovatel 'nyx polej v slavjanskix jazykax (Mos- 
cow, 1969). 


5 Definitions, unless otherwise specified, are taken from Slovar' russkogo jazy- 
ka, vv. 1-4, Moscow, 1957-1961. Abbreviated: SRJa. 


6 Some of these sets have been discussed in recent literature: E. Stankiewicz, 
"The interrelation of paradigmatic and derivational patterns", Word, 18 (1962), 
p. 1-22; D. S. Worth, "The notion of 'stem' in Russian flexion and derivation", 
To Honor Roman Jakobson (The Hague, 1967), p. 2269-2288; M. Shapiro, "Concate- 
nators and Russian derivational morphology", General linguistics, 7, 1 (1967), p. 
50-66, esp. 53-54; V. V. Lopatin and I. S. Uluxanov, "Postroenie razdela 'Slovo- 
obrazovanie'", Osnovy postroenija opisatel'noj gramatiki sovremennogo russkogo 
literaturnogo jazyka, p. 50-91, esp. 55-59; cf. also M. Flier, "On the source of 
derived imperfectives in Russian", The Slavic Word. Proceedings of the Interna- 
tional Slavistic Colloquium at UCLA, September 11-16, 1970 (The Hague- Paris, 
1972), p. 236-260. 


7 I. A. Mel'Cuk, "K ponjatiju slovoobrazovanija", Izvestija AN SSSR, Serija lit. 
i jaz., 26 (1967), p. 352-362; idem, "Ob opredelenii bol'Sej/men'Sej sloznosti 
pri slovoobrazovatel'nyx otnoSenijax", tbid., 28 (1969), p. 126-135; idem, "Stro- 
enie jazykovyx znakov i vozmoZnye formal'no-smyslovye otnoSenija meZdu nimi", 
ibid., 27 (1968), p. 426-438. 


8 See "'Surface structure' and ‘deep structure’ ...", passim. 


3 The situation is not improved if we accept the USakov dictionary's definition 
of proßftyvat' as containing both meanings of proßität’, since one would then 
have either to add the second meaning while deriving procttyvat' from prodést’ — 
something this descriptive framework cannot accommodate — or deny the deriva- 
tional relationship between these two forms. 


10 Note that it is not enough to specify that nakládyvat' has seven meanings, re- 
ceiving two of them twice (from naklást’ as well as from nalozit'). If naklädy- 
vat' is truly an imperfective to nakläst', it must share the cooccurrence re- 
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strictions which are a function of the latter's narrowed meaning; if nakladyvat' 
does not share these restrictions — that is, if it has all the meanings of nalo- 


Zit’ — then it is not strictly speaking an imperfective of naklást’. The system 
cannot have it both ways. 


1! some (though surely not all) problems of semantic discontinuity may be solved 
by treating semantic derivation in terms of derivational and flexional stems, 
parallel to the phonological description outlined in "'Surface structure' and 
'deep structure' ...". 


1? There is a substantial body of literature on this problem, of which one might 


select O. S. Axmanova, Oderki po oběčej i russkoj Leksikologii (Moscow, 1957), 
296 pp. (with extensive bibliography); V. V. Vinogradov, "Ob omonimii i smeZnyx 
javlenijax", Voprosy jazykoznanija (1960), no. 5, p. 3-17; L. A. Nikonov, "K 
probleme omonimii", Lekstkografiéeskij sbornik, 4 (1960), p. 92-102. Homonymy 
and polysemy lead one into an even broader circle of problems, that of the iden- 
tity of the word as a linguistic unit. 


13 "postroenie razdela 'slovoobrazovanie'", p. 85. 
l^ see "'Surface structure' and 'deep structure' ...", passim. 


15 This constituent structure reflects the assumption that secondary imperfec- 


tives are derived from their corresponding perfectives; this assumption can be 
disputed. 


l6 See "'Surface structure' and 'deep structure' ...", p. 403-408. 


17 The negated abstract substantives show a number of other semantic peculiari- 


ties as well; they will be treated in a separate paper. 


18 This problem has been discussed in the "Introduction" to the Russian Deriva- 
tional Dictionary by D. S. Worth, A. S. Kozak and D. B. Johnson (New York, Ameri- 
can Elsevier, 1970), but would merit a more thorough investigation. 


1? See the references in f.n. 6 above. 


20 “postroenie razdela 'slovoobrazovanie'", p. 83 f.n. 


21 AN SSSR, Gramatika russkogo jazyka, I (1960?), p. 257. 
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ON CYCLICAL RULES IN DERIVATIONAL MORPHOPHONEMICS 


The linguist attempting to choose between competing solutions to a descrip- 
tive problem can consider himself fortunate if some principle in his methodologi- 
cal framework imposes one of the alternatives upon him and excludes the other. 
Less happy is he who, when faced by such a choice, finds himself torn by two 
principles which, although generally complementary, appear to compete and to sug- 
gest different solutions in the given instance. Here there can be no simple ap- 
peal to the methodological rules of the game; rather, the two contradictory prin- 
ciples must be weighed against each other, and one of the two must be assigned 
the higher value, thus permitting a choice between the two competing solutions. 
Since value judgments of this sort can be made only in terms of very general cri- 
teria such as "insightfulness", and since entities such as insightfulness are no- 
toriously hard to define precisely, let alone quantify, this is tantamount to 
saying that such decisions must be reached largely on the basis of subjective, 
personal preference. Few would argue that this is an ideal scientific situation, 
but the decision must nonetheless be made, and defended as best one can. As a 
case in point, we shall examine a problem in the derivational morphophonemics of 
Russian. The two methodological principles which suggest competing solutions to 
the problem are descriptive economy on the one hand (specifically, the principle 
that one rule is better than two) and an updated version of the non-mixing of 
levels on the other (specifically, the principle that derivation and flexion are 
two autonomous though interrelated morphological subsystems). 

One of the salient features of Russian flexional morphophonemics is the 
existence of the so-called "fleeting" or "fugitive" vowels, that is, of a morpho- 
phonemic alternation between a vowel and phonetic zero. In the nominal declen- 
sion of contemporary standard Russian, such fugitive vowels appear primarily be- 


fore zero endings, namely: 


In the nom. sing. of masc. substantives: JieHb 'day', gen. MHA, dat. HH 


etc.; similarly, COH, CHa 'sleep', CONOBGA, CONOBBA ‘nightingale’, 
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Ha@mM, náma 'hiring'; 

In the genitive plural of neuters and second-declension feminines: NNCbMO, 
gen. plur. nAceM "'letter'; similarly, pe6po, pé6ep 'rib'; 3emMnaA, 
3eMenb 'earth', CTaTbA, CTAaTEA 'article'; 

In the nom. and acc. sing. of a few third-declension feminines: non.-acc. 
NOXb 'lie', gen.-dat.- prepositional JIXH; similarly, JW6ÖOBB, N06BA 
'love'; U@PKOBb, UEPKBH 'church'; 

In the short (predicative) form of masc. adjectives: masc. nypenu tbad’, 
fem. aypnä; similarly, 3HÓeH, 3HOAHA 'sizzling hot', cBéTen, 


cBpeTna ‘light, clear’. 


The fugitive vowel also occurs before endings the first segment of which is a 


similar alternating vowel — zero morphophoneme, namely: 


In the instr. sing. of third-declension feminines: NOxbWw 'by a lie’ (mor- 
phophonemically (1#Z+#ju)), mo66Bbw 'by love', etc.; 

In the suppletive jot-stem plurals (i.e., before the plural suffix {#j}) of 
some masc. and neut, substantives: KÁáMeHb 'stone', gen. KäAMHA, nom.- 
acc. plur. KAMEHbA, gen. plur. KAMEHbeB; similarly, jrOJb, yrna, 
yrénpa, yrönbeB 'coal(s)'; WHO, QHa, NÖHbA, nÓHbeB 'bottom'; 


3BeHÓ, 3Beuá, 3BGHbA, 3BÓHbeB 'link'. 
The behavior of morphophonemic {#} could thus be described by rules such as 


(1) {#} d in the env.:_ CV 


(2) (4) > v in the env.: C 


awn 


The zero ending or morphophonemic {#} is a necessary but not a sufficient 
condition for the appearance of the fugitive vowel in the stem; therefore, one is 
obliged to posit the existence of an alternating vowel — zero morphophoneme {#} 
in all stems in which the fugitive vowel appears: since, for example, the final 
cluster /lk/ is tolerated in Russian substantives (cf. NOJIK, gen. nonkä 'regi- 
ment', wönk, wörnka 'silk', etc.), the stem of cTpen6x, gen. CTpenka 
'qunner' must be rendered as {strel#k-}. The necessity of positing morphopho- 
mic (4) in stems with fugitive vowels is clear from the following word pairs 
(examples could easily be multiplied): BéTep, gen. BéTpa 'wind' ({vét#r-}) 


vs. MeTp, MéTpa 'meter' ({métr-}); Cymb6ä, gen. plur. cyné6 'fate' 
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({sud'#b-}) vs. npÓcb6a, npocbÓ6 'request' ((próz'b-)); TOpbMÓ, gen. plur. 
TÉpeM ‘prison’ ({t'ur'#m-}) vs. manbma, nánbM 'palmtree' ({pal'm-}); snpó, 
gen. plur. fep 'nucleus' ({jad’#r-}) vs. Hégupa, nom. plur. (plural. tantum), 
gen. Henp 'depths' ((nédr-)); there are even a few minimal pairs, such as 
näcka, gen. plur. mack 'tenderness' ({läsk-}) vs. nácka, gen. plur. Nnäcok 
'weasel' ({läs#k-}) and 606p, gen. 606pä 'beaver (the animal)' ({bobr-}) vs. 
606ép, gen. 606pa ‘beaver (pelt, collar, etc.)' ({bob'#r-}). 

The descriptive problem with which this paper is concerned arises when a 
stem containing (4), such as those above, comes into contact with a derivational 
suffix which itself begins with just such a (48). This happens most often with 
the formation of diminutives in the suffix (4k), which is used for both masculine 
and feminine stems, with the flexional paradigm and grammatical gender of the 
diminutive corresponding to that of the base, e.g. (first, examples of stems 
without {#}) nOM "'house' > noMÓkK "little house', IJIOUb 'daughter' + nówuka 
‘small daughter'. The suffix (8k) also causes softening of certain stem-final 
consonants: HOrá 'foot' + HÓXka, gen. plur. HÓXek, MYX 'down' + nyulók, 
qacTHua 'particle' + uacTHuKa, but such alternations are not germane to the 
vowel — zero alternations we are concerned with here. Examples of stems contain- 
ing (4) and forming diminutives in (4k): KyCök, KyCKkÁÓ 'piece' ({kus#k-}) + 
KyCÓuek, Kyc6uKa 'small piece' ({kusőč#k-}); pyuén, pyubfi 'stream' 
({ruc#j-}) > pywueék, pyueAkä 'rivulet' ({rugej#k-}); 6$nka,gen. plur. 
6j$nOK ‘bun' ((bül&k-)) ^ 6$nouka, 6$nouek "small bun' ((büloc4k-)); CeMbA, 
gen. plur. cemen 'family' ({sem#j-}) + ceméñka, ceMwéek ‘small family' 
({semej#k-}); such diminutive formations are very productive in modern Russian. 

The problem posed by these diminutives is that, while the suffixal {#} be- 
haves as would be expected, that is, in accordance with rules (1) and (2) above, 
the {#} of the stem is invariably fixed as a full vowel, regardless (or so it 
seems at first glance) of its phonetic environment. In spite of the fact that 
Russian permits, e.g., /m'j/ before a morpheme boundary (cf. 3a34Mbe ‘first 
frost' (= /zaz'iím'ja/ = (zaz'ím'j-0)), pasnjMbe 'meditation' (= /razdüm'ja/ = 
{rozdüm'j-o}), we nonetheless find the genitive plural of ceMmeAka (/s'im'éjka/) 
to be cem&ex (/s'im'éjik/) not * CéMbek (/s'ém'jik/); similarly, the nom. 
sing. of the diminutive of pyuef (/rul&j/) is pyueëk, (/rucijók/), not *py- 
Ub&k (/rucjók/) in spite of the fact that there is no purely phonetic reason 


for the (4) of the underlying stem to be vocalized (cf. such cases of /čj/ before 
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stressed /ö/ on a morpheme boundary as Hypaup& ‘pack of fools' (/dura&jö/), 
MyKHUbE 'bunch of peasants' (/muZicCjó/), etc.). In general, what is happening 
is perfectly clear: a derivational stem containing certain morphophonemic alter- 
nations is fixed or "frozen" in just one of these alternants as part of the pro- 
cess of derivation (note how frequent this fixation of original alternations is 
in the case of stress: the mobile stress of TOnNOBä ‘head' — cf. the paradigm 
rOJZOBáÓ -— ronosH — rononé — rónoBy — ronosón — ronosé; rénoBy — 
LOAÓB — ronoBam etc. — is frozen onto a single syllable in the diminutive 
roZzóBKa). What is less clear is how to describe this fixation of alternations, 
particularly in relation to the rules for the choice of (V) or zero within the 
flexional system. 

The first type of description which suggests itself to the Slavicist is to 
treat sequences of {# ... 4) in modern Russian in much the same way as the his- 
torian of this language treats sequences of the reduced vowels (jers) whose vo- 
calization and disappearànce gave rise to the vowel — zero alternations of the 
contemporary language. Details aside, the traditional explanation of the "fall 
of the jers" counts these reduced vowels as weak or strong, beginning from the 
end of the word, and paying no attention to any kind of morpheme boundary; jers 
in Auslaut or before a full vowel are weak, jers before weak jers are strong, and 
jers before strong jers are weak, so that sequences of several reduced vowels 
alternate as, e.g., strong — weak — strong — weak; strong jers then become full 
vowels, and weak jers disappear. Unfortunately, it is simple to demonstrate that 
an analogous treatment of sequences of {#} in modern Russian will result in 
spurious forms. If to the stem {bül#k} of the word 6ynka 'bun' one adds the 
diminutive suffix (4k), there will result such sequences as nom. sing. {bül#C#ka} 
and gen. plur. {bal#Z#k#}. If rules (l) and (2) are applied in the "right-to- 
left" or regressive manner suggested by the traditional treatment of the fall of 
the jers, they will generate the correct nom. sing. 69nnouka (the second (9), 
preceding a full vowel, becomes zero; then the first (8), preceding a sequence of 
two consonants, is vocalized), but will also generate the incorrect gen. plur. 
*691uekK, instead of the correct 6ymoueK, since the intermediary stage 
{bül#Zek}, obtaining after the application of rules (l) and (2) to the final and 
medial (8) respectively, contains conditions requiring the remaining (4) to go 
to zero rather than to a full vowel. The regressive application of rules (1) 


and (2) must therefor be dismissed as observationally inaccurate!, Since such 
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regressively applied rules are generally and uncritically accepted in Slavic 
historical linguistics, and are at the same time demonstrably incorrect, it seems 
useful to examine the formal operations underlying them in some detail, in order 
to compare them with other perhaps more useful kinds of rules. 

Regressively applied rules in effect specify two sets of morphophonemic 
conditions; morphophonemic {#} finding itself in a condition of the first type 


is converted to a full vowel, whereas {#} in a condition of the second type be- 


comes phonetic zero, that is: 


: c# 
(1) #8» V in env. CC 
(2) # > ø in env. (C)& 


where ¢ = phonetic zero and & = word-final boundary. Each {#} of any given form 
is examined in turn, beginning with the rightmost (4), and is converted to V or 

to $, according to whether its environment is described by rule (l) or rule (2). 
The effect of such rules, applied to the forms underlying the nom. sing. 6ynou- 
Ka and the gen. plur. 6Ynouek can be shown as: 


bul#t#ka& bul#€#k#& 
|.» | (2) 
bul#tZgkas bul#t#kg& 
|o | oa 
bulofgkas bul#tZokg& 
| (2) 


bulgtok¢& 


i.e., phonetic [büla*kaJ and the spurious *(bül*bkJ. The reason why these rules 
don't work is clear: right-to-left application of rules specifying morphophonemic 
environments assigns descriptive priority to the flexional system over the deri- 
vational system, as if the morphophonemics of derivation were dependent on those 
of flexion; in other words, the form which is assumed by the (4) in the deriva- 
tional base {bül#k-} (the stem of 6ynka) depends on the presence of a zero vs. 
a vocalic ending in the derived word 6YnouKa, as if the latter's stem were 
*{pal#é#k-} rather than {bűločłk-}. Not only is there no clear distinction be- 
tween the derivational and flexional levels of language, but the normal hierarchy 


of these levels is as it were inverted. To sum up: the advantage of such regres- 
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sive rules is that only one set of rules is required; the disadvantages are ob- 
Servational inadequacy, mixing of levels, and inversion of descriptive priority. 
The worst feature of regressively applied rules is eliminated by applying 
the same rules from left to right, or progressively. If one starts with the 
same underlying forms and rules as above, but applies the rules in the opposite 


direction, the result is at least observationally adequate: 


bul&écéka& bul#G#k#« 
| a | o 
buloc#kas buloc#k#& 
| (2) | a 
bulofgkas bulotok#é& 
| (2) 


bulo&okg& 


i.e. the correct phonetic strings [bülaCka] and [büleaCbk] of the forms 6fnouKxa 
and 6$nouex. However, the observational adequacy of these rules is not 
founded in any intuitively satisfactory account of derivational and flexional 
morphophonemics; such an account would have to specify that the first {#} is 
fixed as (o) in the process of deriving 6Ynoura from 69nka, — that is, would 
recognize that the derived word has a stem {baloc#k} containing a full vowel, 
not (4), between (1) and (C). The similarities and differences between deriva- 
tion and flexion are obscured rather than clarified. The observational accuracy 
of these progressive rules is not, however, due entirely to chance, but rather 
to the fact that left-to-right application of vocalization rules corresponds, 
albeit in a nonexplicit and slightly obscure way, to the derivational structure 
of words like 6YnouKa. This can be seen if one marks the immediate constitu- 
ent structure of the strings underlying 6$nowuka and O$nowuek with plus signs 
marking morpheme boundaries and parentheses enclosing the first (smaller) con- 


struct: 


69nouka 69n0ouek 
(bul#k + 4k) + a (búl#k + Wk) + # 


Left-to-right rules are then seen to reflect, although not very clearly, the 
fact that the fixation of the first (4) as {o} is a result of the concatenation 
of the constituent {bül#k} and the constituent (sk), whereas the alternation of 


the second (4) between {ø} in the nom. sing. and (o) in the gen. plur. reflects 
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the concatenation of the construct ((bültk + #k)}, now functioning as a consti- 
tuent, and the new constituents {a} and (4) respectively. Such hierarchical 
organization of morphophonemic processes is made much clearer if the vocaliza- 
tion rules are applied not progressively from left to right, but as it were from 
the inside out, that is, applied cyclically, first to the smallest construct, 
then to the next larger construct, etc. Such cyclically applied morphophonemic 
rules, which were first suggested by Morris Halle?, can be demonstrated to re- 
sult in observationally correct forms, as will be shown with the same examples 
as have already served above. For the sake of completeness, we add an informal 
version of the palatalization rule ([+ low tonality} + [- low tonality] in the 
m |7 vocani | + {#k}3; let us call this the "k + č" rule). The "de- 
* consonantal 
rivational history" (in the synchronic sense) of the word-forms is marked in 
their IC structure, with the plus sign marking morpheme boundaries. If we re- 
formulate and reorder rules (1) and (2), taking advantage of the simplification 


in statements of environment permitted by ordering, as 


(3) # + øg in env.:__ is 
(4) #+ V in env.:_ C+ 


and apply the three rules first to the smaller construct (formed by the consti- 
tuents: derivational base + suffix) and then to the larger construct (formed by 
the constituents: stem + ending), the correct phonetic shapes of 6ynouka and 
6ynouek will be derived as follows: 


nom. sing. gen. plur. 
First cycle: bGl#k+#k bGl#k+#k 
k + é: búl#č+#k búl#č+#k 
(3): no change no change 
(4): bülo&+#k bülof+#k 
Second cycle: büloc#k+tas bGloc #k+#6 
k> č: no change no change 
(3): búločøk+a& búločťk+øá 
(4) : no change búločok+tøs" 


which, after boundary removal and application of phonetic rules, results in the 


correct phonetic strings [bülacka) and [bülaCbkJ. The advantages of such 
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cyclical rules are observational accuracy and the non-inversion of descriptive 
priority (the morphophonemic processes of derivation are accounted for before 
those of flexion, since the effect of the first cycle is to generate the flex- 
ional stem of the derived word 6Ynouka, namely {büloc#k+} while the second 
Cycle accounts for the morphophonemic alternations which occur within this de- 
rived flexional stem). At the cost of introducing additional entities into the 
stem notation (parentheses and plus signs), such cyclical rules at least make a 
step in the direction of distinguishing between derivation and flexion. Upon 
closer examination, however, it becomes clear that cyclical rules still involve 
a serious mixing of levels. To remain for a moment with the same example: the 
strings underlying the nom. sing. 6$nouka and the gen. plur. 69nOWMeK are 

{ (bO1#k+#k)+a} and { (büliik+#k)+#} respectively; both these strings contain an 
entity, namely the first (4), that exists only in the derivational history of 
6ynouka (as the alternating vowel — zero morphophoneme of the derivational 
base 6$nKa) but which is artificial, a fiction as it were, within the flex- 
ional stem of the derived word 6ynouka. In other words, the introduction of 
boundary markers and constituent structure markers can disguise, but cannot 
eliminate a weakness which was already present in the regressive rules discussed 
above: the derived stem, which factually contains only a full vowel, is made to 
appear to contain (albeit now at a deeper level) an alternating vowel — zero 
morphophoneme which exists only in the derivational base from which the given 
word is derived. This is not just a detail of notation. Cyclical rules do not 
distinguish between derivational and flexional stems, and generate the stems of 
derived words only incidentally, as a transitory by-product on the way from the 
deepest underlying derivational structure of a word to the most minute details 
of its surface phonetics. One cannot say that cyclical rules eliminate flex- 
ional stems entirely, since these stems do appear as intermediate steps in the 
derivation, but their importance, and for that matter the importance of the word 
itself as a linguistic unit, is certainly downgraded by rules of this sort. 
Furthermore, the binary nature of the derivational process is lost to view, and 
in the more complicated derived words, there obtains a cumbersome repetition of 
rules (such as the k * © rule above, which had to be reapplied, with “no change" 
as the result, in the second cycle). These drawbacks become more obvious when 
one considers a multi-layered derivative such as Russian A1bAMHOMKa ‘small ice- 


cube'. 
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The derivational history of nbAMHOMKa is as follows: from the word neq, 
gen. Nba (stem {1'#d+}) ‘ice’, Russian derives a singulative J1bAXMHa ({l'd'in+)) 
‘piece of ice, ice floe', from which a diminutive npufnka ({1'd'in#kt+}) 'ice- 
cube' is formed by addition of the suffix (4k) already discussed; from npnNAHKa 
a further diminutive, with affectionate shading, is formed by readdition of the 
same suffix: mbgHHOUKA ((íl'd'ínoCKk*)). The strings underlying the nom. sing. 
ABHfÁHOWKa and the gen. plur. JIbJIMHOWeK must then be marked as having the 


following constituent structure: 


nom. 8ing. gen. piur. 


<L(1'Kd+in) +#k]+#k>+a «E (1* #d+fn) +#k1+#k>+# 


The three rules used in the cyclical derivation of 6$nouka, 6$now«ekK plus 
another softening rule which we can call the "d > d'" rule (something like 

(— sharp) + [+ sharp) in the env.: . {+i})5 can then be applied in four cycles, 
and will result in the correct phonetic strings [l'd'ínackaJ and (1'd'inadébk), 


as follows: 


nom. 8ing. gen. piur. 
«C (L'#d+in) +#kI1+#k>+a& <C(1'#d+fn)+#k]+#k>+#6 


First cycle l'#d+fn 1'#d+in 
d »d': l'éd'*ín l'id'*ín 
k +: no change no change 
(3): l'éd'*ín l'éd'*ín 
(4): no change no change 
Second cycle l'd'in+#k l'd'íÍn*Wk 
d + d': no change no change 
k + é: no change no change 
(3): no change no change 
(4): no change no change 
Third cycle 1'd' in#k+#k l'd' {n#k+#k 
d *d': no change no change 
k 6: 1'd' {n#é+#k l'd' {n#cé+#k 
(3): no change no change 
(4): 1'd'ínoč+t#k l'd'{nod+#k 


Fourth cycle 
d > d': 


1'd'’ínoč#ktaa 


no change 


l'd'ínoč#kt#a 


no change 
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k> 6: no change no change 
(3): l'd'inoCgk*a& 1'd'{noc#k+g& 
(4): no change 1'd4'inolok+g& 
Phonette rules: [l'd'ínaCcko) [1'd'íÍnaCbk] 


There is no doubt that these rules "work" in the sense that they result 
in verifiably accurate phonetic strings. What is wrong with them is nonetheless 
obvious: the number of morphophonemic operations to be performed is out of all 
proportion to the differential results obtained. In four cycles of four rules 
each, applied here to two underlying strings, there are thirty-two distinct 
operations, twenty-one of which result in "no change", eight of which result in 
identical changes in both columns, and only three of which (application of rules 
(3) and (4) in the fourth cycle) result in different phonetic strings. When one 
remembers that the paradigm of a Russian substantive consists not merely of two, 
but of twelve case-number forms, so that the total number of morphophonemic 
operations to be performed is really one hundred and ninety-two, it becomes 
clear that rules of this sort are indeed a morphophonemic mountain, the result 
of whose labors is a very small phonetic mouse. This kind of rule recapitulates 
the entire derivational history of a word in each and every one of this word's 
case-number forms, which is obviously uneconomical, since the flexional rules 
operate on flexional stems alone — in other words, the derivational history of a 
word is completely irrelevant to the functioning of the morphophonemics of 
flexion. There is no (4) between the (1') and the (d') in nBuMHOukKa, and in 
order to account for the fact that this word's nom. sing. contains a cluster 
/%k/ whereas the gen. plur. has /Cik/, one has no need to refer to rules of the 
sort d +d’. 

A further weakness of this type of description, but one which cannot be 
discussed in any detail here, is corollary to the view that words such as nban- 
HOuKa consist of no more and no less than a string of morphemes embedded in a 
certain IC structure: any underlying string, such as those just considered, must 
have a meaning of equivalent "shape", i.e. the meaning of AXBAMHOMUKa must be 
equal to 

<C('ice' + 'singulative') + 'diminutive'] + ‘affectionate diminutive'> 
plus the particular case-number meaning involved in the particular form. Even 
if one grants the dubious assumption that it makes sense to speak of the IC 


structure of semantic entities, it is still clear that the meanings of most 
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derived words are not equal to the organized sum of the meanings of their parts; 
once again, this means that cyclical rules fail to represent adequately the 
binary nature of the derivational process. One may conclude, then, that al- 
though cyclically applied morphophonemic rules are observationally accurate, and 
while these rules reflect more explicitly than non-cyclical rules the distinc- 
tions between derivation and flexion, they are nonetheless mechanistic in their 
semantic implications, force the derivational history of words to protrude into 
their flexional morphophonemics and (the most serious charge against them) are 
very uneconomical, involving a high number of morphophonemic operations for a 
very low yield. 

All three types of rule examined so far share one common methodological 
feature: they apply a single set of rules to every individual paradigmatic word- 
form, attempting to account simultaneously for the morphophonemic processes of 
derivation and those of flexion. Since each of the three types of rule has been 
judged inadequate (to varying degrees, and for varying reasons), it seems 
natural to suggest that a different methodological framework might provide a 
more satisfactory description. 

The methodological framework underlying all three types of rule discussed 
SO far takes as its primary criterion descriptive economy and subordinates the 
non-mixing of levels thereto; to state this differently, one can say that these 
three types of rule begin with the premise that a single set of rules exist (or 
should exist), and attempt to force both derivation and flexion through this set 
of rules. If one begins with a different premise, namely that derivation and 
flexion are two autonomous but interrelated morphological subsystems®, and then 
defines the morphophonemic rules which are operative in each of these subsys- 
tems, one has a better chance of specifying both similarities and differences. 
Since some theoretical considerations and a formal description of such a frame- 
work have been treated in detail elsewhere’, we shall only recapitulate the 
salient features of it here, with particular reference to the vocalization of 
{#}. 

The morphological system of Russian (and presumably of most languages) has 
two major subsystems, derivation and flexion. The first has descriptive pri- 
ority over the second; that is, the output of the derivational system serves as 
input to the flexional system. The flexional system's output then serves as 


input to the system of phonetic rules which determine the final sound shape of 
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the utterance. For example: the derivational base {bül#k} (that is, the stem of 
the word 6$nka) is concatenated with the affix (Wk), and the morphophonemic 
rules of the derivational system specify the results of this concatenation to be 
{bülo&#k}, i.e. the flexional stem of the derived word 6fnouKa; this output of 
the derivational system (büloCs8k) is input to the flexional system, where it is 
concatenated with each of the several case-ending forms nom. sing. {a}, dat. 
sing. (e), gen. plur. (4), etc., after which the morphophonemic rules of the 
flexional system specify the results of this second (set of) concatenation(s) to 
be nom. sing. {bülocka}, dat. sing. {bülocke), gen. plur. {bülocok}, etc. These 
lowest-level morphophonemic entities are then inputted to the phonetic system, 
which determines their final sound shape to be [bülackaJ, [bűləčk'bl, and 
[bülaCbk] respectively. At the same time, the output of any given derivational 
operation can serve as input to further stages of derivation, so that, for 
example, the results of concatenating {l'#d) 'ice' with (in) 'singulative', 
namely {l'd'in}, serve not only as input to the flexional system determining the 
shape of the case-number forms of the word nbIHHa, but also as input to fur- 
ther stages of derivation, e.g. {l'd'in} + (4k); the results of this latter, 
namely {l’d’'in#k}, then serve as input both to the flexional system which will 
generate nom. sing. {1'd'{nka}, gen. plur. (1l'd'ínok), etc., and to the next 
stage of derivation, {l'd'in#k} + (*k), giving {1'd'ino&#k}, the flexional stem 
of the last word in the derivational chain. 

In such a framework, there is no need for the uneconomical repetition of 
rules of the type d > d' within the flexional system, and in general it becomes 
possible to define the morphophonemic processes which are specific to the deri- 
vational or to the flexional system, or common to both these systems (e.g., al- 
ternations of the type k + c occur only in the derivational system, whereas the 
type k + © occurs both in derivation and in verb flexion, but not in non-supple- 
tive noun flexion). When one examines the behavior of {#} in each of these sys- 
tems, one can see immediately that the same general rule applies to derivation 
and to flexion. Informally, this rule states that any {#} becomes zero when 
followed by a syllabic segment or a word boundary, and becomes a full vowel 
everywhere else. This is, however, merely an informal version of rules (3) and 
(4) on p. 213 above. Within the derivational system, these rules will have the 


form 
(3a) #72 ø in env.:,, C*V 
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(4a) #7 V 


which are simpler than (3), (4) in that they require fewer contextual condi- 
tions. As a matter of fact, it turns out that with one slight readjustment, 
these same rules are entirely adequate for the flexional system as well. The 
"readjustment" consists of recognizing that the so-called "zero ending" of the 
nom. sing. masc. etc. is not quite the same morphophonemic entity as the alter- 
nating vowel — zero morphophoneme {#}, but simply a (morphophonemic and) pho- 
netic zero, i.e. {ø}. The gen. plur. of Ojnka appears as {bul#k+¢}, which by 
(4a) becomes {bülok} and phonetically (büloakJ. These rules are simpler than any 
of those previously considered, they involve none of the artificialities of 
cyclical rules, and they observe the intuitively obvious descriptive priority of 
derivation over flexion — i.e., they are insightful, general and economical. 

We conclude, then, that a descriptive framework which assigns highest value 
to the non-mixing of levels results — paradoxically enough — in a description 
which is not only intuitively more satisfactory, but actually clearer and more 
economical than the descriptions resulting from a framework in which the crite- 


rion of economy is paramount. 
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FOOTNOTES 


l This observation implies that the traditional description of the fal: of the 
jers needs to be reexamined. 


? Morris Halle,"O pravilax russkogo sprjaZenija (predvaritel'noe soobS:enie)," 
American contributions to the Fifth International Congress of Slavists, vol. 1, 
The Hague, 1963, p. 113-132. 


3 A formal statement would have to account for the [— continuant] + [+ contin- 
uant) of {g} + (Z), as well as devise a feature notation for the morphophoneme 


(4). 

* The symbol (V) in the rules-stands for a | + vocalic segment, ` 
— consonantal 
— diffuse 
— compact 


* low tonality 
i.e. for {o}; the phonetic rules will reduce unstressed (o) to [A], [a], or 
(after soft consonant not on a morpheme boundary) Eb]. 


5 This may be the same rule as the k + č rule above; cf. {Zémcug} 'pea-1' (col- 
lective) + {Zem@GZina} ‘a pearl', (górox) 'peas' + (goróSina) 'a pea' ec. 

6 cf. E. Stankiewicz, "The interdependence of paradigmatic and derivational pat- 
terns," Word, 18, 1962, p. lff. 


7 “on the notion of 'stem' in Russian flexion and derivation," To Honor Ioman da- 
kobson, The Hague, 1968, p. 2269-2288. 
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LINGUISTICS AND HISTORIOGRAPHY 


A PROBLEM OF DATING IN THE GALICIAN-VOLHYNIAN CHRONICLE 


The old Russian chronicles are of interest not only to the historian, al- 
though he quite rightly treasures them as a precious, in some cases almost 
unique source of data on the early history of the Eastern Slavs.! For the lin- 
guist these chronicles, which — unlike most of their Western counterparts — were 
written in a language close to the vernacular, have preserved a wealth of infor- 
mation on many aspects of the literary, juridical, and even of the spoken lan- 
guage of ancient Rus'. The historian of literature for his part notes that 
these same chronicles, far from being a dryly narrative account of recorded 
history, contain a vast and variegated display of literary wares: one finds in 
them traces of the Slavic and non-Slavic epos, separate war-tales, hagiography 
and secular biography, ritual laments and prayers, proverbs and panegyrics. It 
is not astonishing that texts which offer so much to different disciplines 
should provide a fertile area for interdisciplinary cooperation, and an unusual 
opportunity for the specialized tools of one discipline to contribute to the 
knowledge of another. The present paper attempts to show how an investigation 
originally undertaken for purely linguistic purposes can produce a by-product 
which may be of some small service to the historian and to the historian of 
literature. 

The paper deals with the so-called Galician-Volhynian Chronicle, which fol- 
lows the Primary and Kiev Chronicles to form the third and final section of the 
Hypatian Chronicle.? The Galician-Volhynian Chronicle is an almost unique rec- 
ord? of the events which took place in Southwestern Rus' during the turbulent 
thirteenth century, specifically from 1201-1292." Furthermore, it is one of the 
most highly decorated of the early chronicles from the literary point of view. 
As its title suggests, the chronicle consists of two main sections, the first of 
which is basically a secular biography of Prince Daniil Romanovič of Galicia 
(1245-1264)? and the second of which deals principally with the reign of Dani- 
il's nephew Vladimir Vasil'kovic of Volhynia (1272-1288). The problem to be 


treated below is that of determining as precisely as possible the exact location 
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in text of the border between these two sections. 

There have been almost as many opinions as to the year in which the border 
between the Galician and the Volhynian section of the chronicle must be sought 
as there have been scholars who have read the chronicle. Among the historians, 
Hrußevs'kyj® placed this border at the year 1254, and Cerepnin’? at either 1256/57 
or 1260/61. Among the literary historians, Lixacev? follows Cerepnin in posit- 
ing 1256/57, Tschi£ewskij? mentions both 1260/61 and the less definite 1260-63, 
whereas Orlov!? opts for 1267. Recent years have seen two attempts to break the 
Galician-Volhynian Chronicle down into several superimposed redactions, thus de- 
nying (at least by implication) the earlier and generally accepted division into 
two main sections. The historian PaSutol! assumes the existence of borders be- 
tween these several redactions at the years 1238, 1246, 1263, 1269 (?) and 1289/ 
90. On the other hand, the linguist Hens 'ors'kyj, !? making more use of linguis- 
tic data but less of historical fact — and conjecture — appears to discern bor- 
ders at 1234, 1266, 1285/86, 1289 and 1292. One's suspicions are of course 
aroused by the almost total lack of concord among these various scholarly opi- 
nions. Figure 1 correlates all of these suggested dates with the 1843 edition of 
the chronicle used here.!? 

As we shall see below, there is compelling linguistic evidence in support 
of only one of these fourteen scholarly suppositions, and indirect evidence con- 
cerning a second. 

The present method of analysis is almost mechanical in its simplicity. It 
grew out of an accumulation of data on various linguistic levels (phonological, 
morphological, lexical, etc.) destined eventually for a description of the lan- 
guage of this chronicle. As the amount of material collected increased, it be- 
came apparent that whereas certain forms occur more or less constantly through- 
out the chronicle,!" other forms are restricted to particular types of subject 
matter,!? and yet others occur only in certain sections of the text. It is 
this last type of restriction that is of interest for the problem of dating. 
Following the example given by CiZevskij in his discussion of the dative ab- 
solute constructions in this same chronicle,!9 these restricted data were plot- 
ted on graphs and correlated with the dates given in the chronicle.!? The pre- 
sence or absence of sharp peaks and sudden drops in these graphs provides ob- 
jectively verifiable evidence for and against the presence of major borders at 


various points within the text. It is proposed to call this graphic method of 
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PP. Pp. 
s 190 - . 
155 ~. z 
à . - 1256/57 Cerepnin, Lixacev 
. 195 =. 
160 - . . 
P . - 1260/1 Cerepnin, TschiXewskij 
. 200 - . 
165 - . . - 1263 Pa$uto, TschiZewskij 
` . - 1266 Hens'ors'kyj 
; . - 1267 Orlov 
? . - 1269(?) PaSuto 
s 205 - . 
170 - . 
- 1234 Hens'ors'kyj . 
. 210 = Pe 
175 - . : 
. - 1238 Pašuto . - 1285/6 Hens'ors'kyj 
LJ 215 = * 
180 - . . 
- 1246 PaSuto A 
: 220 - . 
185 - . 5 
z . = 1289 PaSuto, Hens'ors'kyj 
. - 1254 HruSevs'kyj 225 - . - 1290 PaSuto 


. = 1292 Hens'ors'kyj 


Figure |l. Proposed borders between redactions of Galician-Volhynian Chronicle. 


analysis "distributional stylistics," using the term "stylistics" in a broad 
sense t» include features on all levels of language. The method will be illus- 
trated >y sample facts from the realms of morphology, syntax, lexicon, and the 


more narrowly stylistic area of phraseology. 


MORPHOLIGY: reka VS. reky 'SAYING'. It is common knowledge that the nominative 
masculiie singular of the present active participle of most verbs had the ending 


-y (lory form -y7) in the South Slavic area in which Old Church Slavic origi- 
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nated, but the ending -a (long form -ai) in the East Slavic area which includes 
Galicia and Volhynia. One thus has pairs such as nesa or nesy "carrying," dada 
or dady "giving" etc.1® A thirteenth-century scribe, born in East Slavic terri- 
tory, would himself tend to use the -a forms. Since, however, this scribe was 
imbued with a church-oriented tradition of written literature, deeply influenced 
by Old Church Slavic, in which the -y forms predominated, it is only natural to 
find both -a and -y forms in the chronicle. Further, since the Galician-Vol- 
hynian Chronicle (like the Kiev Chronicle which precedes it) makes extensive use 
of quoted speech, both direct and indirect, as a means of rendering the narrative 
more immediate and more vivid,!? one finds these alternate endings more frequent- 
ly with the verb "to say" than with any other single verb, namely reka and reky 
"saying."20 Although both types of ending can be found throughout the chronicle, 
the Church Slavic form in -y definitely dominates in the Galician section, where- 
as the Eastern Slavic -a forms are noticeably more frequent in the Volhynian sec- 
tion. The distribution of these forms is shown in Figure 2, in which "x" to the 
right of the pagination represents reka(t) and "x" to the left reky(i). Figure 2 
also shows the similar distribution of nominative masculine plural forms of these 
same participles, in which the reflexes of common Slavic *tj oppose the Old 
Church Slavic forms in -3t- (-ÓÓ- in the Eastern Slavic reading thereof) to the 
native Eastern Slavic forms in -Ó-, namely reku&ée / rekude, which are shown in 


Figure 2 as "o" to the left and right of the pagination respectively. 

The most obvious break in the distribution of these forms occurs at p. 196, 
where the Church Slavic forms suddenly cease and the East Slavic forms increase 
markedly. If one tentatively assumes this to be a major border between redac- 
tions (an assumption that will have to be revised slightly; cf. p. 180 f.), one 
can state the numerical occurrences as follows: reky(i) and rekuöde occur thirty 
times in the Galician but only three times in the Volhynian section, whereas 
reka(t) and reku@e occur seventeen times in the earlier but forty-nine times in 
the later section. The fact that the East Slavic reka(i), rekuce are more evenly 
distributed throughout the entire chronicle than are the Church Slavic reky (t), 
rekußde is of course explained by the fact that the scribe of the Volhynian 
Chronicle also copied the Galician section, and hence had the occasion to intro- 
duce, probably largely unconsciously, his native forms into the earlier section, 


whereas the Galician scribe obviously had no such opportunity to influence the 


language of the Volhynian section. 
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0.-155-. X O0.-195-. 
X Xa " š 2 
m . . 4X 
H < . ~ XX 
X XX .- 160 - . X .-200-. 
. í š , XXX 
. . . ~ X XXX 
. A ^ .XXXX 
OXX.-165-. .-205-.0 
X-. : è .XX 
. .X oO. . X0 
. . " . XX 
OO. E . . 
. 170 - . .-210-.X0 
. = X . " 
X. .X * . X 
X. F . .XX 
.-175 - . ~ 7 215 - . XX X 
. a . .XX XXXXXO 
š . XX 7 - XX 
F E é ~ XXX X 
A X K- . 
XXX.-180-. .-220-.0 
Oo. š . . 0 
z . . . X XXX 
.-185- . X X 0.-225-. 
oO. $ . E 
X. .XX $ . 
OXX. oA A * 
XX. .X 
X.-190- . X 
oO. è 
X. . reky(i) = X left of pp., rekušče = O left of pp. 
X. è 
i " reka(t) = X right of pp., rekuče = O right of pp. 


Figure 2. Distribution of participial forms. 


It is also worth noting that the only occurrence of Church Slavic reky in 
the Volhynian section falls on p. 219, exactly where the previously frequent 
forms in -a suddenly cease for several pages. One might tentatively assume a 
break of some sort in the text at this point; however, this question must be 


postponed until more factual material has been accumulated. 
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.- 155 -. . = 195 =<. 


x 


. z QXXXXXX 
X. . x. . X X XXXX 
.-160-. X.-200- . XX XX 
. . X. QXXXXXXX 
. . XXXX. - XXXXX 
è . XXXXX. . 
. . XX. - X X XXX X 
. =- 165 - . . 07 205 - . XXX xX 
. .X . . XX XX 
. . : - XX XX X 
. . X. XX 
. . XXX. | XXXXX 
-- 170 -. .-210- .X XX 
. . . QXXXXXX 
. X. . 
. n . XX 
. .X z . X XX 
.0175 = . .- 215 -.X 
X. .XX ^ . . 
. . . - XX XX 
- X . X 
. . . .X 
.-180-. X.-220-. 
.X . ; 
. .X . . XX 
a .XX . e X 
.- 185 -. - - 225 - . X 
. . : XXX 
. . . .X 
.- 190 -. 


Figure 3. Distribution of compound past tense consisting of nada(da) (=X right 
of pp.) or po@a(ga) (=X left of pp.) + imperfective infinitive. 
SYNTAX: naßati, poßati + INFINITIVE. One of the most distinctly individual fea- 
tures of the Volhynian Chronicle is its frequent use of aorist forms of naéati 
and po@att "to begin" with the imperfective infinitive?! to form what appears to 
be a compound past tense replacing the imperfect or the dative absolute construc- 
tion, more frequent in the Galician section, e.g. (Vastl'ko) nada otdavati dÉXer' 


svoju Olgu za Andrea knjazja 198.8-9 "(Vasil'ko) was preparing to marry his 
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daughter to Prince Andrej." To be sure, one cannot always determine from the 
context whether these forms are being used as auxiliaries in a compound past 
tense, or with their full meaning of "to begin (to do something)"; however, this 
semantic vagueness is of no import for the purposes of this paper, since it is 
the occurrence of the forms themselves, and not our subjective and perhaps erro- 


neous interpretation of their meanings, that is an objective feature of the 


text.?? The occurrence of these compound past tense forms is shown in Figure 3, 


in which "x" right and left of the pagination represents forms of naca(8a) and 
poča (3a) respectively. 

Here one notices a much more sharply defined border than was the case with 
the participial forms reka/ reky etc. above. Compounds with nača (ša) and poča- 
(áa) occur only sporadically before p. 198, but at that point they suddenly be- 
come very frequent, averaging some 5hà instances per page for the next fourteen 
pages, and then dropping off slightly. These frequent occurrences begin just 
after a noticeable break in the text, where an unknown amount of the archetype 
(or, to be more cautious, of the penultimate copy) of the Galician Chronicle was 
omitted in copying. This break, which occurs between the years 1260 and 1261 
(between lines 6 and 7 of p. 198 in the edition used here), is of considerable 
importance as evidence itself, since it is the only indubitable interruption 
within the entire Galician-Volhynian Chronicle. These facts suggest that the 
major break in text between the Galician and Volhynian sections of the chronicle 
should be placed at p. 198, rather than at p. 196; the distribution of the parti- 
ciples reka and reky etc. shown in Figure 2 does not contradict this amended as- 
sumption, since the one case of reka on p. 197 can easily be explained as a later 
addition, similar to the other instances of reka scattered throughout the Gali- 
cian section of the chronicle. The occasional instances of nača (ša) and poča (Ba) 
within the Galician section are likewise to be attributed to the later, Volhynian 
scribe, who introduced them into the earlier text he was copying. These compound 
past tense forms are noticeable, furthermore, by their absence from pp. 220-223, 
which corresponds almost exactly to the drop in occurrence of the participle reka 
discussed above, thus lending more weight to the assumption that this small sec- 


tion of text is somehow different from that which surrounds it. 


LEXICON: jako VS. oše AND aky (aki). Of all the distributional factors investi- 
gated thus far, the most striking is the lexical opposition of the subordinating 


conjunction jako in the Galician section to oZe in the Volhynian section, e.g. 
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XXXXX.-155-.*€* XXXXXXX.-195-. 
XXX. . XXXXXXX. . 
XXXX. . XXX. . 
. AM x. . X 
X. . . .0000 
XX.-160-. .-200-.X 
X. . . 
X. . . . X00 
x. : 3 . XXXO 
XXXX XX. . . - X 
XXXXXXXXXX.-1065-. .-205-.XX&X 
XX. . . .XX 
XXXX. . c. XXXxXXO 
XXX. . > s 
XXXXXX. . . . 0 
XXXXXX.-170-.0 .-210-.X XXXOOO 
XXXXX. . X. .X 
XXXX. . x. . XX 
xX. . a X XXX 
XXX. . . .XX 
XXXXXXXXXX.-175-. .-7215- . XXX *** 
XXXXXX. . .XAXXXXOO 
X XXX. . . XX 
XX XXXXX. . . . XX XO 
XXXXXX. . XXX XXXX. . 0 
XXXXXXX.-180-.0 XXXX.-220-.00 
XXXX. . X. .00 
X. . XXX. . 
XXX XXXXX. . x. - XO 
XXX. . . X X XX X X *** 
XXXXX.-185-. * $2225 =; 
X XXXXXXX. . . . XXO 
XXXXXXX. . X . 
XXX. . . 
XXXXX. . 
XXX.-190-. 
XXXX. . 
XXX. . 
XXXXXX. . 
X XX XXXXXXXXX. . 


Figure 4. Distribution of jako (=X left of pp.), oZe/aze (- X/* right of pp.) 
and aky/aki (=0 right of pp.). 

Knjaginja ... reče: jako "syna mi poimi ko däCeri" 194.27 "The Princess said, 

'Take my son (as a husband) for your daughter'" on the one hand, and ra:i Ze pri- 

Sed$i k gorodu, poznaßa, oše Ruskaja rat’ 217.34-35 "When the army had :ome up to 

the city, they recognized that it was the Russian army" on the other. in the 

Galician section of the chronicle jako has another function as well; it is used 


as a conjunction of a comparison, e.g. (Skomond) borz Ze bé jako zvÉr' 182.21 
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"(Skomond) was swift as a wild beast." In this Volhynian section, this function 
is filled by the form aky (aki), e.g. staáa okolo goroda, aki borove velicéi 
209.38 "They stood about the city like a great forest." As was the case with the 
participial opposition reky / reka discussed above, the opposition of jako vs. o%e 
as subordinating conjunctions represents an opposition of Church Slavic forms on 
the one hand to Eastern Slavic forms on the other; the pair jako vs. aky (aki) as 
conjunctions introducing comparisons, however, apparently represents only an op- 
position of different regionally-based varieties in the Russian recension of 
Church Slavic.23 Figure 4 above shows the distribution of all these forms 
throughout the chronicle: jako as both subordinating conjunction and conjunction 
of comparison is represented by "x" to the left of the pagination, the conjunc- 
tion oZe by "x" to the right, and the conjunction of comparison aky by "o" to the 
right. Six occurrences of the spelling of aže for oZe on pp. 215 and 224 are 
shown by asterisks, as are four cases of oXe with different or somewhat unclear 
meanings on pp. 155, 158, 173, and 185 of the Galician section.?* 

Again it is striking that the instances of jako cease abruptly at exactly 
the point where those of oZe and aky begin, namely at the border between 1260/ 
1261 on p. 198 of this edition. Even the one case of jako on p. 198 itself comes 
before the missing fragment of text at lines 6/7, and the one case of oZe occurs 
after this break. The numerical distribution is also impressive: jako occurs al- 
most two hundred times in the Galician section but only nineteen times in the 
Volhynian section, whereas oe (aZe) and aky (aki) occur only six times in the 
Galician but almost eighty times in the Volhynian section. Furthermore, of the 
nineteen examples of jako that do occur within the Volhynian section, sixteen oc- 
cur in the brief passage on pp. 219-224, which the morphological and syntactic 
evidence discussed above has already led us to suspect. This passage, stylisti- 
cally quite distinct from the surrounding text, describes the illness and death 
(in 1288) of Prince Vladimir Vasil'kovic of Volhynia, including an extended 
panegyric to Vladimir as well as a list of his many good deeds.25 It extends 
from the very top of p. 219 nearly to the bottom of p. 223, at which point there 
begins the brief account of the reign of Prince M'stislav Vasil'kovic, Vladimir's 
brother. This twofold unity, linguistic and thematic, suggests strongly that 
this passage on the illness, death, and glory of Vladimir should be considered a 
separate item within the Volhynian section of the chronicle, written in all 


probability by a different scribe, or at the very least by one who showed such 
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mastery of this more solemn genre that he automatically employed only the more 
solemn Church Slavic forms appropriate thereto. One may conclude, then, that 
there is certain linguistic evidence that PaSuto and Hens'ors'kyj were correct in 
positing 1289 (p. 223) as a border within the Volhynian Chronicle, although one 
must also note that both scholars appear to miss the equally clear border (p. 


219) at the beginning of this passage. 


. - 155 -. .-180-.X .-205-. 
X . . . . 
. .X è - X . . 
- 160 - . .- 185 -. .-210-. 
.X . XX $ . 
. . - X . . 
. .X : X . . 
: : . .X . . 
= 165 - . X .-190- . XXX . - 215 - 
. . X . 
. . . .X . . 
. .X : XX = . 
.-170 - . .-7195-. X .-220-. 
. . : - XX 
. . . . X 
> 7 175 -. XX - - 200 -. .- 225 - 


. e . . . . 


Figure 5. Distribution of explanations with rekáe, rekomyj, etc. 


PHRASEOLOGY (1): EXPLANATIONS WITH rekáe ETC. It has not escaped the attention 
of earlier investigators that one of the typical stylistic devices of the Gali- 
cian section of this chronicle is the explanation of strange words, and indeed of 
some words that could not have been too strange to the scribe,?* by means of a 
synonym introduced by the form rekáe "that is to say," rekomyj "called" etc., 
vratiáasja v strany svoja, rekáe v pole 196.102’ "they returned to their own 
lands, that is to say, to the steppe." All twenty-six such explanations that 
were found occur within the Galician section of the chronicle, as shown in Figure 
5 above; n.b. that the last such explanation falls on p. 197, immediately before 


the major border that other evidence has already pointed to. 
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"GALICIAN" PHRASES 


l left of pp. = mnogoe mnoZestvo "a great multitude" 

left of pp. = pién velik "booty great" 

3 left of pp. 8 velikoju Gest'ju "with great honor" and vo velicé Zesti "in 
great honor" 


N 


"VOLHYNIAN" PHRASES 


right of pp. = bescislenoe mozestvo "countless multitude" 

right of pp. so mnoZestvom + genitive "with a multitude of ..." 

right of pp. = polona mnogo "of booty much" 

right of pp. = ot mala t do velika "from the small even to the great" 

right of pp. = 8 (pobédoju i) Geat'ju veltkoju “with (victory and) honor great" 

right of pp. = Z tako byst' konec’ "and such was the end of ..." 

right of pp. = ne malo bo pokaza muz'stvo svoe "to no little degree did he show 
his manliness" 


8 right of pp. = sloZiti s sebe sorom "divest oneself of shame" 


-J Os Ui bh UU t Im 


Galician section 


: : .-180-. 3 .- 205 - . 45 
.7155-. t "e P s 
3. : 2 . 15 
5 .38 
: R " A .24 
3. z 3.-185-. .-210-.1125588 
2.-160-. 2. " . . 115 
3. . l. .11112 
š 2. . . . 125 
R 2-. A . I 
H " 21.-190-. a = 215 = 
.- 165 - . 3 . E $ . 4 
$ . . 2 
2. : . ? $ A 
^ ; 1.-195-. .-220-. 4 
.-170-. " a 7 » 
32. : 3. 22 è 
2% . Volhynian section i . 4 
2. " : .14 .-225-.] 
.-175 - . .-200-.33456 3 .1124557 
. . $ .116 g 
31. A ; . 567 : 
: R 337 
3.4 . 6 


Figure 6. Distribution of fixed phrases typical of Galician and Volhynian 
sections of chronicle. 

PHRASEOLOGY (2): FIXED PHRASES. The chronicle contains a considerable number of 

fixed or semi-fixed phraseological units, e.g., ot mala i do velika "from the 


small even unto the great," 8 pobédoju i Seat'ju velikoju "having conquered and 
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with great honor," etc. Certain of these phraseological units are limited in 
their occurrence to one or the other section of the chronicle, as were the other 
linguistic data already discussed. Since these phraseological units have been 
described in some detail elsewhere, 28 Figure 6 above will only recapitulate in 
condensed form some of the results of this earlier analysis. Figure 6 shows the 
distribution of three phraseological units typical of the Galician section of 
the chronicle and eight such units typical of the Volhynian section. It will be 
noted that certain units listed as Galician or Volhynian respectively are very 
similar to each other in form, being distinguished by such relatively minor fea- 
tures as word order (e.g., 8 velikoju Gest'ju "with great honor" is a Galician 
feature, whereas the almost identical 8 Gest'ju velikoju "with honor great" is a 
specifically Volhynian feature). This fact serves t.a. to emphasize the detail 
with which phraseology must be studied if it is to be a useful tool for textual 
analysis. 

Once again it is clear that the major linguistic break falls on p. 198, and 
once again there is a noticeable absence of specifically Volhynian features from 
pp. 219-223. It seems obvious to conclude that there is overwhelming linguistic 
support for one, and only one, major border within the entire Galician-Volhynian 
Chronicle, namely, the border posited by Cerepnin and Cizevskij between the 
years 1260 and 1261. Whatever historical arguments may or may not be adduced, 
there seems to be no convincing linguistic evidence for any of the other bor- 


ders which have been proposed. 29 
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FOOTNOTES 
1 An earlier version of this paper was read at the VIIIth Congress of the In- 
ternational Federation for Modern Languages and Literatures at Liège, Belgium, 
September 2, 1960. 


2 On the Mss. and editions of the Hypatian Chronicle see D. S. LixaCev, Rug- 


skie Letopiei i ix kul’turno-istoriteskoe značenie (Moskva-Leningrad, 1947), pp. 
431-433. 


3 Some of the events mentioned in the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle are of 
course described in other chronicles as well, e.g., in the Voskresenskaja leto- 
pis’ (=Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej, VII)(SPb., 1856). According to V. T. 
PaSuto, Oßerki po ietorii Galicko-Volynskoj Rust (Moskva, 1950), p. 26 ff., the 
Polish chronicler J. D3ugosz made use of the same extended version of the Kiev 
Chronicle (to 1238) that was used by the first scribe of the Galician-Volhynian 
Chronicle. 


3 It is well known that these dates were not in the archetype of the Galician- 


Volhynian Chronicle, and are inaccurate by as much as four years; the most tho- 
rough investigation of this problem is still to be found in M. HruSevs'kyj, 
"Xronologija podij Halycko-Volynskoji ljitopisy," Zapyeky Nauk. Tov. jim. Sev- 
éenka, XVI, 3 (L'vov, 1901). 


5 Genealogical tables are appended to D. TschiZewskij, Geschichte der alt- 
russischen Literatur im 11., 12. und 13. Jahrhundert. Kiever Epoche (Frankfurt 
a/Main., 1948). 


9 Hrußevs'kyj, op. cit.; cf. also his Istorija Ukrajiny-Rusy, III, 2nd ed. 
(L'vov, 1905) (reprinted New York, 1954). 


? L. Cerepnin, "Letopisec Daniila Galickogo," Istorideskie zapiski, No. 12 


(1941), pp. 228-253. 


8 bD. S. Lixadev, op. cit., p. 256. 
9 D. TschiZewskij, "Zum Stil der Galizisch-Volynischen Chronik," Südostfor- 
schungen, XII (1953), pp. 88, 99. 


!0 A. Orlov, Drevnjaja russkaja literatura XI-XVI vv. (Moskva-Leningrad, 1937), 
p. 119. 


Il v, T. PaSuto, op. cit., pp. 21-133. A criticism of PaÉuto's methodology and 


conclusions can be found in I. P. Eremin, "Volynskaja letopis' 1289-1290 gg.," 
Trudy Otdela Drevnerusskoj Literatury, XIII (1957), 102-117. 


12 A. I. Hens'ors'kyj, "Redakciji Halyc'ko-Volyns'koho Litopysu," Akad. Nauk 
Ukr. SSR, Instytut suspil'nyx nauk, DoslidZennja z movy ta literatury (Kiev, 
1957), pp. 68-72. 


13 Polnoe sobranie russkix letopisej, II, 3. Ipat'evskaja letopis' (SPb., 1843); 
later and better editions were unavailable during the preparation of this paper. 


14 E.g. the dative absolute constructions; cf. D. TschiZewskij, "Zum Stil ...," 
pp. 83-84. 


15 E.g. the phrase v sild tjaEcó "in great force"; cf. D. S. Worth, "Phraseol- 
ogy in the Galicián-Volhynian Chronicle," Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of 
Arta and Seiences in the U.S., VIII, 1-2 (New York, 1960), pp. 55-69. 
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16 p. TschiZewskij, "Zum Stil ...," pp. 82 ff. 


17 These dates are given only as guideposts within the text, not as historically 
accurate; cf. above, footnote 4. 


18 por the O.C.S. facts see Paul Diels, Altkirchenslavische Grammatik, I (Hei- 
delberg, 1932), pp. 232-33, 277; for Old Russian (with some parallel material 
from Czech) see N. Durnovo, Oßerk istorii russkogo jazyka, photomechanic reprint 
('s-Gravenhage, 1959), pp. 254-56. 


19 D. TschiZewskij, "Zum Stil ...," p. 81. 


20 Although the choice of a single verb gives a smaller number of occurrences, 
it avoids the danger that the distribution of forms (-y vs. -a) be complicated 
by the distribution of various lexical items. 


?l Some fifty such infinitives occur, including byti; most frequent (with more 
than five occurrences each) are povédati, molviti, dwnati, voevatt, and knjaXiti. 


22 A. I. Hens'ors'kyj unfortunately fails to mention such compounds in his 
otherwise interesting study Znaßennja form mynuloho času v Halye'ko-Volyns 'komu 
litopysu (Kiev, 1957). 


23 Both jako and aky are attested in O.C.S. manuscripts, the former being more 
widespread than the latter; details and literature in L. Sadnik and R. Aitzet- 
müller, Handwörterbuch zu den altkirchenslavischen Texten ('s-Gravenhage, 1955), 
pp. 3, 7, 211, 247. 


24 In two cases oZe means "if" (poj Ze emu p&sni Poloveckija; o%e ti ne vosxo- 
čet, daj emu pouxati zel'ja, imenem evÉan (emBan in Xlebnikov = X and Ermolaev = 
E Mss.) 155; Rek&u emu: "Danilo! čemu est davno ne prišel, a nynd o%e eei priBel, 
a to dobro Xe;" 184-85), and in two more apparently "still," "yet" (Polovei Ze 
uzrövßi č, kröpei nalegoßa na nja, oněm Ze Eduß&im napredi imi k Ljutoj récé, 
oše by&a ne pridxal& Ljaxove i Rus', i soáedáe odva preprovadiäa r&ku Ljutuju 
158; ljuto bo bë boj (ljuto bá bo x, E) u Cernigova, oXe i taran na n' (na ny X, 
E) postaviga, metaBa bo kamenem poltora perestréla 173). 


25 This passage, as has been remarked e.g. by Tschizewskij, Geschichte der alt- 
russischen Literatur, p. 312, is strongly influenced by the poxvala to Vladimir 
in Metropolitan Ilarion's Slovo o zakone i blagodati. I. P. Eremin, op. ctt., 
pp. 113-114, has already demonstrated that the scribe of the latter part of the 
Volhynian Chronicle was not adverse to such copying. 


26 In some cases the scribe may be explaining dialect variants (stjudenec, re- 
komyj kladjaz', bliz eja bé 196-97; Volodislav (poslav added in Ipat'ev Ms.) 
voz'Ze (poZäe X, E) veja okrest'naja vei (vest x, sela E), rekomaja okolnjaja 
190), in others, clarifying a learned borrowing (riks ti Ugor'skyj, rek&e korol’ 
194), retreating from an overly audacious metaphor (Sudislav Ze vo zlato préme- 
nisja, rekše, mogo zlata dav izbavisja 159), or underlining the orthodoxy of 
his religious views (the Lithuanians were vsja bogy svoja pominajuste, rekomyja 
bösy 195). In a few cases the explanations consist only of an added personal 
name or nickname (pp. 175, 184, 190). In general, these explanations appear to 
be primarily a literary device, permitting a certain exotic ostranenie to color 
the narrative. 


27 This reading from X, E seems preferable to that of Ipat. (v stany), which 
seems to have confused this explanation with two cases where kolymag is ex- 
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plained as stan (158, 186). 


28 p. worth, "Phraseology in the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle," pp. 64-66. 


29 For additional data see A. I. Hens'ors'kyj, "Redakciji Halyc'ko-Volyns'koho 


litopysu," and his "SpotereZennja nad vZivannjam povnoholosnyx i nepovnoholosnyx 
form u Halyc'ko-Volyns'komu litopysi," L'vov University, Voprosy slavjanskogo 
Jazykoznanija, kniga 4 (1955), pp. 82-83 et al. In fairness to Hens'ors'kyj it 
should be noted that he speaks not only of a "redaction of 1265," but also of 
the year 1260 as a major border between the Galician and Volhynian sections of 
the chronicle, so that he should perhaps be listed with Cerepnin and TschiZew- 
Skij as one of those who have — according to our evidence — correctly identified 
this single major border within the chronicle. 
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LEXICO-GRAMMATICAL PARALLELISM AS A 


STYLISTIC FEATURE OF THE ZADONSTINA 


Most of the extant literature concerning the fourteenth-century battle tale 
known as the Zadon$2ina is concerned more with the reconstruction of archetypes 
and with the relation of the Zadonä@ina to the Slovo o polku Igoreve than with 
the analysis of the former as a self-contained work of artistic prose.! In the 
present paper we shall ignore all problems of origin, Mss. filiation, authenti- 
city etc., and concentrate on one feature of the literary style of this often- 
underestimated literary work, namely its consistent and effective use of lexical 
and grammatical (including syntactic) parallelism as a stylistic device. Such 
parallelism, e.g. the repetition of near-synonyms or the antithetical pairing of 
antonyms, is well known from other works of Old Russian literature (the most 
striking case being Metropolitan Hilarion's Slovo o zakone i blagodati; cf. also 
the Molenie Daniila Zato@nika), but this parallelism is brought into particularly 
sharp relief in the Zadonä@ina due to the highly rhythmic, semi-poetic organiza- 
tion of verses in this work. 

By "lexical parallelism" we shall understand the repetition of lexical (and 
derivational) morphemes; by "grammatical parallelism" the repetition of like 
word-classes in like functions, e.g. of instrumental substantives of manner modi- 
fying verbs, two verbal aorists as predicate to a single subject, etc. (the vari- 
ous types will be discussed on the basis of concrete examples in what follows). 
Either type of parallelism, lexical or grammatical,can occur without the other, 
although the most obvious and striking cases are those where both lexical and 
grammatical morphemes are repeated. In many cases, as we shall attempt to show, 
the lexico-grammatical parallelism of the Zadon&@ina is reinforced by metrical 
repetition, i.e. by the organization of parallel words or phrases into rhythmic 
units with similar or identical distribution of stressed and unstressed syl- 
lables. 

The simplest types of parallelism in the ZadonB? ina are those where a noun, 


verb or adjective is conjoined to a like unit, for example the double subject of 
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147 Yue no Pycuckon sewní npoctpéca Becérnbe n OYHCTBO (grammatical pa- 
rallelism) or, with negative conjunction, 90 *** un patau HH nacTycá He kKJh- 
unTb *** (grammatical parallelism reinforced by lexical similarity). Verbal 
Predicates can contain redoubled finite forms, e.g. 48 *** noraHpm Maman npn- 
wen Ha P¥cb M BÓe CBOÉ npusBén *** (G, L-;? n.b. the phonic reinforcement 
prišel —privel), or repeated infinitives, e.g. 25 *** TaTápoBe *** xoTATb 
6pecTf u npenárH XHBÓT cBÓM Häwen cnäBB (G). In verse 4 the subject is 
reinforced by repetition of both noun and adjective modifier: *** ponfimaca Xú- 
HOoBe noráuuua, TarápoBe GycopMäHoBe (G, L), whereas in 68 only the adjec- 
tive is redoubled: *** ynápuuiaaca na MuÖTan cTanÁá rycfuans u ne6enhuan (G, 
L). Most lexico-grammatical parallels in the Zadon&@ina contain two terms, al- 
though there are several instances of triple repetition, e.g. 68 xe 60 cokonfi 
M fictpe6u u bbnosépecru44 Kp&uern 66p30 34 Jon nepenertwa *** , and 
it is not unusual to find double and triple units juxtaposed, as in verses 72 and 
73: 


72: *** npoTronT4wa x6nmp M nfru. 
73: Bpamyrfiwaca phxu n norÓku u 036pa. 


That such juxtaposition is not fortuitous can be seen in the 3-2-3-2 pattern of 


verse 6, *** NOMHHANYH: 


(3) xnfa$ n 6ofipau n ynánge mona, *** 

(2) nÓMuH cBoÉ MH 60ráTBCTBO, 

(3) xeu& n obru n ckór, 

(2) wÉécTb M cnáBy Mfipa ceró nonyuftBum *** 


Imperatives not infrequently occur in twos (116 He ycTaBau, ***He norakáuH 
KOPOM6JIbHHKOM; 26 ***nÓóuneM TAMO, yKfjnMM XHBOTY CnáBH; 1783 npocrftre 
MA, OpéTbe, M OnarocnoBftre*^*^), threes (17*** B»37eTfi non Chnana nue6e- 
cá, NOCMOTpfi K cfinbHoMy rpáuy MOCKB®, B»cnÓnu cnánBy Benfkomy KHA310 
***) and fours (35 *** BCÄNeM, 6páTe, nocwÓrpuM 6ücTporo Jlóuy, ucnuem 
wenoMmoM Meyu®, nucnuráeM Meu6B cBofix ***), and in one instance a group of 


five imperatives is organized into a 2 * 3 arrangement by the preverbs: 9 


c-. | CHfimem, 6párse u npyxftuo,*** 


CbCTÁBMM CNÖBO K CnÓsy, 
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Bb3Becenfim PICECKym 3éM/D H 
Bb3-: Bb3BÉpseM newanb HO B»cTÓuuymo cTpanuf,*** 
B»P34uanfM noráuoMy Mamäm nookny*** 


Such sets are reminiscent of the imperative sequences in Hilarion's apostrophe 
to Vladimir in the Slovo o zakone i blagodati ( BbcCTaHM, O “YeCTHAA rnaBo, 
etc.), repeated i.a. at the end of the Volhynian Chronicle. 

Vocatives as well as imperatives tend to occur in groups of two and three, 
although the single vocative 6p&Te and ÓpárTbe are frequent as well.  Paired 
vocatives are usually arranged in groups of similar metric structure, with an 
equal number of stressed syllables in each unit of the pair, e.g. 9 

, Li . 


www '’ot 6päTbe HM npyxfiuo, 


to'o: CfiHoBe PÜCBCTHM 


(n.b. the identical no. of syllables in each half of the pair); in verse 30 the 


metrical parallelism is complete: 


Pd 
to'o: Ô conoBÉa, 


'os'.: n$Tbnaa notrfua 


A vocative pair consisting of two substantives (or of a single substantive re- 
peated) is balanced by a second pair consisting of adjective + substantive, e.g. 


verse 9 cited above, verse 121, where the single ÓpaTbe is followed by 


vlevee’s: GOffpe H BoeBÓnu 
vlov'ce : H DBTH 6ofipeckse 


and the formulaic onset of verse 107, 


.'.' 2 MockBä, MOCKBä, 
tool's G6&ctpan péxá! 


(cf., with different metrical pattern, 95 Jióue, Jlóue, 6GcTpan psa! ). A 
variation occurs in verse 176, where the first vocative pair is balanced by two 
adjective + noun pairs: BpäTbe, 6ofipe, KHA3KH Mononfn, H n$T4 6ofpsckue!. 
Such sets of noun * noun * adjective * noun are one of the favorite devices of 
the Zadon&Zina's presumed author, Sofonija Rjazanec: cf., for example, 6 **'xufisb 
4M Oofipa m yunámuwe 71 ónH ***; 29444 Hu cokony, HM ACTpe6y, HH 6bny xpé- 
q«eTy *** (similarly 52, 68); 93 *"kunrfiHb, n 6onfpuuk n soesÓónuug 

xeu ***, 
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Oblique-case noun parallels are frequent both with near synonyms and with 
antonyms. As examples of the former, one may cite verses 6 *** Tyrom 3emnA MH 
neyänpe nokpámaca *** (cf. 193 *** p» cTOHÁ 3emnfi Tarápsckas, 68nämn H 
T$row npokpfasaca ***), 15 *** p»cxBanfa nbcuswn n r$cnbHuMM BOAHH cno- 
Bec ***, 126 M nowonfáca Böry n Ilpeuucrb eró Márepn n Bc$M cBarim ***, 
etc., whereas antonymic parallels appear in 83 Jl$ue ÖN HAM NOTÄTEM NÄCTH, 
Héxenn mnononueufMw OTH ***, 26 *** CTÁDHM nósbcrb, à MONODEM AäMATb, 
etc. The antithesis of 'old' vs. 'new' appears in a more complicated form in 
verses 86 and 123, where the lexical morpheme molod- appears not only as a dative 
noun in the second half of the parallel, but is also incorporated into a verb in 


the first half thereof: 


86:*** cTÁpy  nowononfirucsa, 


a mononémy nnéóub CBOAX nonptTatu. 


N 


L -L,G G 


123:*** CTäpy NOMONONÄTHCA, 


| 


a MÓnony YbCTA noÓ6GTM 


> 


L -L,G G 


Antithetical parallels are particularly frequent between the Russians and the 


Tatars, as is only to be expected in such a work, e.g. 74 


Knfixnyno ÅBO B PfCbCKOM 3ecmnf, 


BeAfTb nocaujuaTM rpo3HÉM 3eMJÁM 
-L L 


The Russian— Tatar antithesis comes to a climax in verses 139-148: 139 Tp$ns5 

Taräpsckumn nonft nachnwe *** 142 *** B PÝCb HáM fxe párb&o He xáxu- 
BaTH, a Báxona HáM y P$cbcksx KHA3ÉM ne Np4umBaTH! 143 *** BbCTOHÁ 
3eMJÁ Tatäpsckan *** (yHBua) KHA3EM noxBaná Ha P$cbckym 3séwme xonf- 


TM and finally, in a strikingly similar set of three aorist phrases, 
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145: ***P$cbcTMM , CÉinoBe pasrpáó6una TaTÁápbckas ys3opöupa *** 


er 


146: ***oxeuü P$crsckHe Bh*CIIIeckKáua TaTA4ppcKem 3natom! 
~ - | | 

148: uM cnaBa P$Cbckas noráuux Mi 

G G-,L- G-,L- 


The lexico-grammatical parallels in the Zadon&é@ina are sometimes expanded to the 
size of entire catalogues, e.g. the paired nouns cataloguing the booty carried 
off by the Russian princes after their final victory over the troops of Mamaj: 
145 *** nocnbxu u Kons, Bona Hu BepOnfnuu, M BHHÓ u cäxapp , *** KaMKÉ M 
HACHWM ***, A similar catalogue occurs in the description of the rigorous 
training of the Russian warriors in verse 31: *** Ha muTb POXeHH, KpenteHHM B 
páruoM BpémeHH, non Tpy64MH MOBHTH, MON ue/JoMH B»3/eJbfÉuu, konenb 
KONbA BbCKÖPMIEHH, C BOCTPOTO Meya IOeHH ***, An equally extensive 
list, this time of animals and birds and the sounds they utter, is given in verse 
50: BÖPOHH uácTo rpámerbB, ránuub ... TOBOPfiTb, opnfi B»cknékwubTb, 
BÓnuM ... BÉÓDTb, HM nuchu® ... OpéumTb. If this framework is expanded to 
include all the noises and motions of fauna in verses 45-52, one can see how 
skillfully Sofonija creates an uneasy, fearful symphony of sound and movement, 


expressing Nature's own anxiety and alarm before the battle: 


45: npuTrekÓua c*Épuu BÓK ... cTÁBue BÉnoTb 

47:  r$cM Be3roroTáma H né6enn kpHnáü BrcIneckáua 

48: HM TISCH B»3rOrOTÓua HH nNé6enn kpuHIÉ BEcnneck4ama 

49: nTfüum ... n&rámTb 

50: BÓpouM ... rpámTb, ránuub ... rospopfts, opnf 
BÞCKJIÉKYIOTb, BÓnuM ... BÉmTb, NMCU ... 6péumorb 

562:  cokonfi u ficTpe6u H ... KPEUETH pBáxycs oT ... 
KONÖNHUb ... BbaneTdwa ... Bbarpembwa. 


Note that with almost no exceptions, the verbs in these verses express either 
sound or motion: 44 BbCKPpHNeNK, HOYTb; 45 NPHTEeKOMa, CTaBwe, BHOTb, 
XOTATb HacTynaTHM; 46 npMHIHuOua, XOTATb NPOHTH; 47-48 BP3TOTOTAWa 
bis, Bbcnneckawa bis, NpHwen, npHBen; 49 nacyyweca, n$TaoTb; 50 rpa- 
OTb, TOBOPATBb, BLCKIEKUWTB, BHHOTb, ÓpeunoTb; 52 pBaxyca, B»372eTÍua, 
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B»3rpewhua ; the visual and aural imagery is welded into a coherent whole by 
the frequent occurrence of the prefix morpheme Bb3-/BbC- , which underscores 
the parallelism of rising sound and upward motion. 

Sofonija's predilection for sound imagery is combined with another favorite 


word type, the place- or proper name, in a four-unit catalogue in verse 19, 


Koufí px$tp Ha Mockp$, 

Tpy6& Tp$6nTb Ha KonóMut, 

OVOHH 6bÓTb B Cepn$xosb 

sBeHfiTb cnäBa no BcÉM 3eMwnfi PYcbcKon. 


the units of which are related not only by their lexical parallels and identical 
syntactic structure, but also by phonological repetitions in the stressed vowels 
of subject and verb: /i/- /ü/- /i/- /ü/- /ú/ - /ü/ - /í/. Place and proper names 
play an important role in another extended catalogue in verse 63, listing the 
armor borne by the Russian warriors: 30/710uÓ6nuue nocn$xu, wenom WUepkácrsckue, 
uuTÉ MockÓBbckuge, c$nuub Hbwéukme, kouuápm OpAspcKHe, Meufi 6ynäTt- 
Hae, as well as in more simple lists such as the place names of verse 75 Wh6na 
cnása (3a Bonry), nÓ Mmopw k XembsusuMm BpaTÓM HM k OpHáuH, k Pfimy H K 
K4o% u k TopuóBy u orrÓnb x lap rpámny or the names of the Russian dead 
in verse 80 and 173.  Toponyms occur not only in catalogues, but also in paired 
sets, in which the river Don figures with particular frequency; the Don is asso- 
ciated with the Moskva by the paired vocatives discussed above, with the Dnepr 
in prepositional pairs (42*** Ha ycTb lony M In®npa, similarly 45; 176**^* mex 
IllóHOM u Autnpöm) and with the Kulikovo field in the phonically reinforced 
(/l'Íkov/- /l'ikov/) verse 80 uá nonn Kynfikosb, y Ilóuy BenfAkoro, while 
the latter is linked with the brook Neprjadva in 71 Há nonn Kynfixoss, Ha 
pburut Henpfns (idem 110, 176). Pairs are even more frequent with proper 
names, not only the ubiquitous Dmitrij and Volodimer (Title, 1, 8, 11, 17, 24, 
167, and many others), but also Boris and Gleb (54), Shem and Japhet ( xp&6nn 
Adet6s 3, xpé6nn CfimoB 4), God and the Virgin (16, 53, 126), Peresvet and 
Osljabja (81-89), even to the lamenting women ( Mapba na *** OKCHHbA, 100) and 
the day of the year (Ha Akfima M ÄHHHH neHb 105). Is it only a chance occur- 
rence that such striking emphasis on paired forms is found in a work which, ac- 


4 


cording to the ingenious hypothesis of R. Jakobson,’ itself formed the second 


half of a physical pair, namely a diptych version of the Slovo and the Zadon- 
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Sina? However, this is mere speculation; let us return to the parallels within 
the Zadon&Zing itself. 

The Zadons@ina contains two types of prepositional-phrase parallel. In the 
first, presumably borrowed from folk poetry, the preposition itself is repeated, 
e.g. 5 Ha ptub na Kafine, 25 ua psu’ ua Meufi, 11 Oo noxBamnbHHx CHX O 
HuHdwunx noshcrex, 13 B ropomb s KMeBÉ. The phrase 3a 36mm Pfcbckymw 
M 3a Bdpy XpMCTbÜHBCKyb (15, 26, 152), which itself consists of a coordi- 


nated pair 3a + Noun + Adj., repeats the first 3a to read (6, 37, 65, 89, 177) 


---'--: 34 3emm0 3a Pfcuckym (M) 
-'--'--: sa Bhpy xpucTbfubckyrm 


which, excepting only the conjunction, has halves of identical length. The 
second type of prepositional pair is antithetical, with opposed prepositions OT- 
HO, C-B, etc. emphasizing the spatial and temporal tensions so characteristic of 
the Zadon&áóina: 6 oT Kanáukme pärn no MaMwáena no66uma (idem 15), 159 OT 
BbcTÓka H no 3änana, 7943 YTpa no nongnue, 18 c 3emn’ santceckue B 
none NonoB&@ukoe (in the last example the parallel is strengthened by the ini- 
tial Ze- ... aa-, pol- ... pol- and the off-rhyme -lés'skye = -veckoe). 

After this survey of the various types of lexico-grammatical parallelism in 
the Zadonscina, we need only adduce a sufficient number of examples to demon- 
strate that this parallelism is no chance affair, but rather an essential — we 
would say the essential — stylistic feature of this work. In verse 64, for 
example, llopörn um etnomu, a nepeBö3n AM H3roTOBZIÉHM the grammatical 
categories are practically identical (except for the present — past opposition 
in the participles), the subjects are closely associated lexically, and the pro- 
nouns are identical. A similar instance occurs in verse 154 Tpy6& fix He Tp$- 
GATb, yHégua rnácH fix, while in 71, excepting the adjective, the lexical and 


grammatical parallelism is complete: 


KOCTbMÉ TaTrápbckuMH rionfi Hackaua, 


KDpÓBb!o seMwÉ nonbsAüHa. 


Such parallels can be included into the middle of a sentence, as in verse 143, 


describing the Tatars after the battle, 


yufnsa 60 uapem fix xorbuue Ha P¥cEcKyw 3émmo xonhtu 


M KHA3EM NOxBana 
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It is an easy matter to cite other examples, of which the following few may suf- 


fice: 


141 (TaTaposBe) no6$rowa***, 
cxpéruoue 3y6& cBofimu, 
nepyu& nuuá cBof 
116 noránuun 
nofi Häwa HacTyn4wTb, a^*** 
npyxfiny Ý Hac cTMpabTb. 
70 ynápuma x6nbu xapan?xupmu o nocnáxau Tarápeckue 
B»3rpewbiun Meuf 6ynáruHHMHM O WEJIOMÄ XuHHÓBbCKkHe. 


In verse 126, the parallelism is less obvious at first: M npocneafica rÓpbko H 
yrep cJiéaH seems to show only the derivational relation cCne3a > npocne3H- 
TMCA. From another point of view, however, the symmetry is more nearly com- 
plete: proslezitisja is a verb formed on the base slez- with the formants pro-, 
-8ja, while utereti slezy is a verb phrase formed on the base slez- with the 
elements u-, ter/tir. The semantic change involved in the derivation sleza > 
utereti slezy is no greater than that in sleza > proslezitisja. Rather than in- 
sist on this example at too great length, however, we shall examine some more 
complicated cases of lexico-grammatical parallelism. 


In verse 77, 


Torná 6o Cfi bHBe T$ub Co»cTynfüjacs. 
(a 43 Hx) cHAnu cune wÓnHbH, 
rp6mn rpeMÁna Benfun. 


one notes not only the lexical parallels Tyu% — MOJIHbH — TPOMH and the paro- 
nomastic linkage both within and among units (8i- ... 8b8- ... 8ja ... 8i ... 8i, 
grom- ... grem-), but also the artful rearrangement of word order, with adjec- 
tive, noun and verb appearing as ANV (normal order), VAN (reversed order of 
subject and predicate, but normal order within subject), and NV A (with the ad- 
jective emphasized by separation from its noun head and relocation after the 
verb). Furthermore, the verse comes close to following a regular dactylic pat- 


tern: 
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A different type of variation occurs in verse 108, 


*** Möxeum JM *** Bec/IÉ Astnp sanpyaftTM, 
a N6u wenom BÉÜwueprnaTH, 
a Meuß ptk$ Trpfínu TaTápseckmMa 3anpynfitn? 


where the first two units are exactly parallel in grammar and lexicon, but vary 
in word order; the third unit repeats the word order of the second (object — in- 
strument —infinitive), but adds modifiers to both object and instrument, effec- 
tively doubling the number of syllables to provide the balance (1 * 2) * (3) dis- 
cussed above on the basis of noun adjective sets (xun3% HM 6OüpH H ynallkle 
JAH 6, etc.). Word order plays a less, and stress distribution a more impor- 
tant role in the quadruple parallel of verse 42, 
- '- ' - - !' -; Be3Bbfua chnpunn BSTpH RAR 
~--'-+'-- ' -: npunenthwa Tyuw Benfixy *** 
----'-- '-: BÉCTynHua kpoBásue 36p%, *** 


-'-"'-- ' -: Tpenémorb cfiuue MOnHBH. 


The same types of parallel structure which obtain within phrases and verses are 
used to bind together different verses into larger coordinated sets.” On the 
sound level, for example, the same reversal of enclitic order (da ne — ni da) 


which is one of the phonological parallels between the halves of a pair in verse 
125 


*** a He NOCTHRYCA Bb phxu. 


Ny 
HM na nocMh6re MH ca Bpasf mof 
joins together the separate verses 66 and 67, 


66 Iäumrp 60 ca (áku xfinu) xopordse. 
\/ 


67 fimpoTb A uécTM M CNABHOrTO HMeHH. 


in an even more artful manner, since the reversal of order 60 CA — co6b leaves 


the palatalization feature in the same place, i.e. 


/bo/ /s'a/ 
/so  b'é/ 


On the lexical and syntactic levels one may note, for example, that in verses 
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94-96 and again in 97-99 one woman laments her dead husband (Mikula's wife Mar'ja 
and Timofej's wife Fedos'ja respectively), whereas the third lament, verses 100- 
102, is that of two women together (Ondrej's wife Mar'ja and Mixail's wife Ok- 
sin'ja). After a brief return to the battle scene in verses 103-104, a new 
lament occurs in 106-109, this time that of all the wives of Kolomna. Both the 
first set of three laments, ((Mar'jaJ] + [Fedos'ja)) + (Mar'ja + Oksin'ja) — n.b. 
that this first set repeats the (1 * 2) * (3), with (3) » (1 * 2) pattern men- 
tioned above — and the second, longer lament (all the Kolomna women) are intro- 
duced by negative parallels (Bbcnénu 6fue nTfujb xánocTHue nbcun *** in 92, 
444 mopoBe páuo Becnbnzu wänoctHue nBcua in 105-106), and thus grouped into 
a larger coordinate pair. 

The coordinate structure of different verses is particularly apparent at the 
beginning of the Zadon&@ina, for example in the first antithesis between Russians 


and Tatars: 


3 4 
Nönnem ^*** B»3&neM **4 
B nonyHÓuuyo cTpaHf, Ha BeCcTÓuuym cTpauf, 
xpé6un AMETOB, xpé6un CAMOB, 
cÉHa H6eBa, oT HeróÓ xe cna Hö6eBa, oT HerÓ xe 
ponfica P¥cb npecnäsHan ponfuuacs X6GHoBe norännn *** 


in which the parallelism at times reaches the point of identity, and is rein- 
forced by the paronomastic opposition of prefixes (llonneM — NONyHOUHym : B»3- 
bULeM — BECTOUH YW). 

A similar prefix opposition is reinforced by lexical antithesis in verses 


7-8, 


7? [péxe prpenucax XánocTb 3ewrb Pycbckue *** 


8 Mlor6m xe cnucáx XánocrTb M NMoxBany *** 


and the Bb3-/Cb- opposition, one of the organizing devices within verse 9(cf. pp. 
238-39 above), also recalls verse 4 (Bb3nmem ***), thus opposing the verse 
groups 4-8 (4 B»3üneM HÁ ropi KfieBbckue ***—8 IlorÓM xe cnuc&x XánocTb 
44%), in which Sofonija looks back both in the historical sense (to the unfortu- 
nate events of 1185 and 1224) and in the creative sense (to his having copied the 
Slovo o polku Igoreve "from books"), to verses 9-13, in which he announces his 


intention of refuting the pessimism of the Igor' Tale and of bringing joy back to 
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the Russian land (9*** Cunnem t*t*sp3Becenfim PÝCbckyw 36mMm0) and describes 
the artistic methods he considers appropriate, namely an imitation of the style 
of Bojan: unlike the author of the Igor' Tale, who rejects the "zamySlenie" of 
Bojan, Sofonija rejects the imaginary lands (13 He nopa3fiMCA MÉCJIbEHBMH 3eM- 
NAMM) but praises Bojan (13 noxBánuM Bbuero BÓsuHa) and announces directly 
his intention of imitating the Kievan bard (1513 xe nowsüu$j, Codóuun Pr3aäHeu, 
B»cxBanfia nhcubMa 4 rjcnbuuMa BÓsHM CnoBec&). In verse 4, Bb3HUeM is 
a signal of retrospective sadness, whereas the CHHJIeM of verse 9 announces the 
end of sadness and looks forward to the joy of victory. Verses 4-13 thus serve 
as an introduction to the Zadon&Gina as a whole: the opposition of sadness (4-8) 
to subsequent joy (9-13), like the introduction at the beginning of a musical 
composition of themes to be more fully developed later on, subsumes in an artis- 
tic hint the dual parallelism of external reality which motivates and permeates 
the entire Zadonddina, namely that of the two halves (defeat and subsequent 
victory) of the battle on the Kulikovo field, on the one hand, and that of the 
two historic battles of 1185 (disaster) and 1380 (subsequent victory) on the 
other. 

The functions of oppositional pairs are many in the Zadonscina, and we have 
been able to inspect only a sampling thereof in this brief article. It is hoped, 
however, that even the relatively meager choice of examples offered in the fore- 
going pages has been sufficient to demonstrate that such oppositional pairs, on 
the phonological, morphological, word, syntagmatic and verse levels, represent 
the organizing principle which takes the Zadonáóina from the realm of ordinary 
description and transports it into the realm of poetry. We shall end this short 
study by expressing the wish that the Zadons@ina no longer be treated as a poor 
stepchild, as a pale and confused reflection of the Slovo, but rather that it be 
studied in its own right, as the fascinating and highly developed artistic work 


it is. 
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FOOTNOTES 
! A survey of the relevant literature on the Zadon&@ina, Slovo, and Skazanie o 
Mamaevom poboiä@e, as well as of all manuscripts of or containing excerpts from 
the Zadonáóina, will be found in R. Jakobson and D. S. Worth, eds., Sofonija's 
Tale of the Russian-Tatar Battle on the Kulikovo Field, The Hague, 1963, pp. 7- 
11. All quotations from the Zadon&@ina refer to the reconstructed archetype 
therein, pp. 28-39. In cases of conflicting evidence regarding the place of the 
stress, the more archaic Undol'skij Ms. variant has been chosen; cf. tbid., p. 
15. For technical reasons it has not always been possible to distinguish between 
stressed and unstressed #. 


2 G= grammatical parallelism, G- = partial grammatical parallelism; L and L- = 
complete and partial lexical parallelism and -L - antithetical lexical paral- 
lelism, i.e. antonymy. These symbols will be used only in the first portion of 
this paper, since the types of parallelism involved will soon become self-evident 
from the examples cited. 


3 This passage occurs within the final dozen lines (168-180), which may not have 
been part of the archetype; see Sofonija's Tale ..., p. 16. 

" Most recently and fully developed in Sofonija's Tale ..., p. l6ff. 

5 It should of course nót be forgotten that the division into verses is to some 
extent artificial; in any case, the units involved are larger than those dis- 
cussed within verses. 


6 This wish only echoes that of D. S. Lixacev, Literaturnaja udeba, 1941 (3) and 
R. Jakobson (orally, at 5th Intern. Congress of Slavists, Sofia, 1963). 
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WAS THERE A "LITERARY LANGUAGE" IN KIEVAN RUS'?* 


Few problems of Russian philology have been debated so long and so passion- 
ately, and have resulted in so few conclusions, as that of the origins of the Rus- 
sian literary language. In one or another of its aspects (usually in the evalua- 
tion of the Church Slavonic and native East Slavic components of the literary vo- 
cabulary), this problem attracted the attention of Ludolf in the seventeenth cen- 
tury,! of Lomonosov in the eighteenth, ? of Shishkov, Dobrovsky, K. S. Aksakov, 
Bulich, Sreznevsky, and others in the nineteenth, ? and of such scholars as Shakh- 


matov, Obnorsky, Vinogradov, Unbegaun, and Issatschenko (to name but a few) in our 
4 


own time. In the space available here we cannot begin to give an adequate survey 
of the convoluted history of this question; 5 we can only recapitulate the main 
lines of controversy and try to identify certain methođological weaknesses which 
have too often flawed discussions of the history of the Russian literary language. 

The principal controversy over the Kievan origins of literary Russian is 
well-known and attached to the names of Shakhmatov and Obnorsky. The so-called 
Shakhmatov view draws heavily, as Shevelov has shown, on the earlier opinions of 
Aksakov, © and has been upheld and refined by Unbegaun and Shevelov among others. 
This view holds that the first Russian literary language was Church Slavonic, 
which was imported with Christianity in the late tenth century and then gradually 
penetrated by native East Slavic elements until, in the eighteenth century, there 
was achieved that final amalgamation we call modern literary Russian. The Obnor- 
Sky school is a mirror image of the Shakhmatov: the first Russian literary lan- 
guage, this view contends, existed prior to Christianization and consisted entire- 
ly of autochthonous East Slavic elements; this native East Slavic literary lan- 
guage was then subjected to increasing Church Slavonic influence until, again in 
the eighteenth century, this mixture gave rise to the modern literary language. A 
somewhat more sophisticated version of the Obnorsky position was expounded in 1953 
by Iakubinsky, " who believed he saw evidence for two independently-arisen 


*An earlier version of this paper was presented at the November 1973 meeting 
of the Far Western Slavic Association. 
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literary-and-administrative languages, an imported Church Slavonic one in the Ki- 
evan South and a native East Slavic one in Novgorod. The Obnorsky view is repeat- 
ed in works by Chernykh, Efimov, and others.® A compromise position was adopted 
by Vinogradov, in whose opinion Kievan Rus' had a single literary language exist- 
ing in two variants, one used for religious oratory and hagiography, the other 
serving more secular goals.? More recent studies, e.g., by N. I. Tolstoy, G. 
Hüttl-Worth, R. I. Avanesov, I. S. Ulukhanov, etc., !? have contributed to the 
study of Slavonisms in Russian but have not proposed overall views which differ in 
principle from those outlined above. An exception is the more radical stance of 
Issatschenko, who denies altogether the continuity of the historical evolution of 
literary Russian before the eighteenth century and emphasizes the Gallicized con- 
versation of the gentry as the source of the modern literary langauge.!! 

If the Shakhmatov view was superficially rectilinear, that of the Obnorsky 
school bordered on the ludicrous, since it stretched the meaning of the term "lit- 
erary language" to cover not only the Igor' Tale and Supplication of Daniil the 
Exile but also the Pouchenie of Vladimir Momomakh and even the patently non- 
literary Russkaia Pravda, whose formulaic terseness obviously derives from orally 


codified legal norms having nothing to do with "literature."!? 


Nonetheless, this 
wildly exaggerated Obnorsky view had, albeit involuntarily, a salutory effect on 
subsequent scholarship. For the first time, the philological community was forced 
to confront the really basic issue: just what is meant by the term "literary lan- 
guage" in such varying chronological periods and social situations as pre-Tatar 
Kievan Rus', during the stagnating period of so-called "Second South Slavic influ- 
ence" in the fifteenth century, during the linguistic chaos of the Petrine epoch, 
or in a modern multi-national state? Where are the borders between literature and 
other forms of pis'mennost'? Was there a spoken supradialectal koin@ in Kievan 
Rus'? Can and should one distinguish genetic from functional Slavonisms, borrowed 
Slavonisms from their later imitations, etc.? 

Recent scholarship has grappled with these and similar questions, often in an 


13 


original and enlightening way. One must still regret, however, the frequent re- 


14 and the continued appearance of articles whose pur- 


petition of hackneyed views 
pose seems as much polemical as scientific.!5 Furthermore, many if not most in- 

vestigations of the history of literary Russian suffer from a simplistic binarism, 
a tendency to deal in polarized absolutes only tenuously connected with the objec- 


tive testimony of the texts. The basic and continuing dichotomy of "Church Sla- 
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vonic" versus "Russian" too often forgets that Church Slavonic itself was a high- 
ly complex mixture before it ever reached Kievan Russia (containing East Bulgar- 
ian, Macedonian, Moravian, and same Bohemian and Polish elements) and this Church 
Slavonic may well have reached the ancient Russians in more than one variant, for 
example, a glagolitic Macedonian version in Novgorod and a Cyrillic Bulgarian ver- 
sion in Kiev. Once in East Slavic territory, Church Slavonic evolved throughout 
the centuries, acquiring first some native Russian features and later, in the pe- 
riod of archaization known as the "Second South Slavic influence" in the fif- 
teenth century, !® being subjected to a renewed South Slavonicization, the Bulgar- 
ian and Serbian components of which have yet to be sorted out. The autochthonous 
Old Russian language itself evolved and not without influence from Church Slavon- 
ic. The intermingling of Church Slavonic and Old Russian elements in such mixed 
genres as the chronicles is well-known, !7 but Church Slavonic penetrated deep into 
the spoken language as well; even today, Russian dialects contain large numbers of 
unmistakable Slavonisms, many of them unknown to the literary language. ! 8 And in- 
deed, the very concept of Church Slavonic as foreign to ancient Rus', as an alien 
import which must have been opposed to the native East Slavic, overlooks the fact 
that Old Church Slavonic in the East (and its continuations in the several nation- 
al Church Slavonics), as Latin in the West, was a truly international language, as 
the community of educated and religious men was itself an international community; 
the attitude of svoe i chuzhoe, so typical of nation-states from the early Renais- 
sance to our own day, was totally foreign to the high Middle Ages. !? 

An artificially dichotomous view often informs discussions of written and 
spoken Russian, which are at times equated with "literary" and "non-literary," 
overlooking the available evidence which points to an early intermingling of spo- 
ken and written forms.  Ulukhanov mentions a sentence from the Primary Chronicle, 
"i reche emu Volga ...: progreb mia, idi zhe iamozhe khocheshi," but can we 
really believe that in Kievan times conversational Russian (even that of princes- 


ses) made use of past active participles??? 


And even the major dichotomy itself, 
that of literary versus non-literary, must be suspect to anyone who has read 
widely in Old Russian sources. Within one and the same genre, language can vary 
widely in the complexity of its syntax and vocabulary. For example, the ornate 
cadences of Hilarion's Slovo o zakone t blagodati have but little in common with 
the laconic Pouchenie of the northerner Luka Zhidiata, while the Old Russian char- 


ters (gramoty), which are sometimes treated as examples par excellence of native 
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East Slavic, in fact show a wide range of Russian and Church Slavonic elements, 
according to the circumstances (normal treaties, deathbed testaments, etc.) in 
which they were written. Or, to take an example from a later period, one might 
compare the neoslavonic weaving of words (pletenie sloves) of Ivan IV's official 
correspondence with Kurbsky — assuming it to be original — to the blunt, simple 
reproaches Ivan wrote to his hapless subordinate Vasilii Griaznoi. Even the 
chronicles, often adduced as examples of the Old Russian literary language, vary 
not only from north to south (less and more ornate, respectively) and from genre 
to genre (simple recounting of annual events as opposed to well-constructed liter- 
ary tales such as that of the blinding of Vasilii of Terebovl'), but also from 
topic to topic within a single genre (as in the three parts of the Pouchenie of 
Vladimir Monomakh), and sometimes even from word to word, the choice of Slavonic 
or East Slavic forms (strana / storona, etc.) occasionally prompted by nothing 
more profound than the fact that the scribe, approaching the edge of his parchment 
or the bottom of his page, needed a greater or lesser number of syllables in order 


to "justify his margins."?! 


In much the same way, centuries later, Lomonosov 
chose Slavonic or Russian forms to suit the needs of his metrics and rhyme, for 
the most part ignoring his own theories about the distribution of such forms among 
the famous "three styles." All in all, then, it is clear that little can be ex- 
pected of oversimplified binary accounts of the history of the Russian literary 
language. 

The answer to the question which serves as the title of this paper clearly 
depends on our definition of "literary language." One of the few clear and con- 
vincing definitions of this much-abused term was given by Issatschenko in 1958: 
(1) a literary language is polyvalent, that is, accessible to all members of the 
given society and serving their various communicatory needs; (2) it is normalized 
in its orthoepy, orthography, grammar, and lexicon; (3) its use is obligatory for 
all members of the given society; and (4) a literary language is stylistically 
differentiated. ?? These four attributes, however, are really but four aspects of 
a single state, a state which we can characterize by saying that a literary lan- 
guage has a neutral core, a codified system whose internal coherence serves as the 
point of departure for characterizing all deviant styles. Indeed, if we say that 
Sholokhov uses dialectisms, that Sakharov writes in the nominalized, complex syn- 
tax of scientific Russian, that Maiakovsky's vocabulary is replete with punning 


nonexistent forms, that student jargon is expressively elliptic, etc., what are we 
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saying but that these several types of Russian differ from a standard, a neutral 
form of speech which — hard put as we might well be to define it precisely — 
serves as the normalized base for most of the communication occurring in 
twentieth-century Russian society. To put it another way, a literary language is 
monocentrie: it has but one norm, and all its stylistic richness and polyvalent 
functions are viewed, so to speak, from the inside looking out, that is, as devia- 
tions from the neutral center. Note that we are now speaking not of a philologi- 
cal or linguistic but of a sociolinguistic phenomenon: modern society regards the 
stylistic variation of its language as just that, namely as variation from the 
standard, neutral norm. 

Here we see an essential difference between the modern situation and that of 
ancient Russia. There is absolutely no evidence that would enable us to posit the 
existence of a neutral core in Kievan times. On the contrary, the available text- 
ual evidence and our informed guesses about other forms of language not preserved 
in early texts (e.g., byliny) lead to just the opposite conclusion: ancient Rus' 
had several kinds of normalized language (the degree of permissible variation dif- 
fering from genre to genre). A few examples are sufficient to illustrate the 
point. The norms of the language of the law, orally codified in preliterate times 
and preserved in texts from 1282, were terse, formulaic, paratactic, and certainly 
not identical with the spoken language of the time. The norms of hagiographic 
texts or of sermons had conventionalized framing devices, wandering topoi, rhetor- 
ical exclamations and questions, and of course a heavily Slavonized vocabulary. 
And we can assume, without too much danger of error, that the Kievan folk epic had 
its own fixed norms, perhaps not identical with those of the byliny recorded only 
since the seventeenth century (syntactic parallelism, extensive use of diminu- 
tives, the dactylic clausula, etc.) but certainly of the same general type. In 
similar fashion, treaties, testaments, perhaps even private correspondence (if we 
can judge by the Novgorod birchbark letters) had their own linguistic conventions. 
These conventions were specific to each genre although some overlapping was of 
course possible, but they were in no sense considered departures from some neutral 
core unspecified as to genre. The most telling evidence for our viewpoint is pro- 
vided by the chronicles, whose wide variety of genre and language styles is uni- 
versally described as a mixture of those several norms which, in unalloyed form, 
were to be found in legal documents, in sermons or hagiography, in -he folk epic 


or fairy tale, etc. To my knowledge, it has never occurred to a sciolar to treat 
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the language of the Old Russian chronicles as an example of a "standard language," 
as a neutral norm, and to consider the language of legal texts or church oratory 
as departures from such a norm. 

The conclusion to which these considerations bring us is unambiguous: unlike 
the present, the sociolinguistic situation of Kievan Rus' was polycentric: there 
were several types of language, each bound to a specific social function, and each 
with its own set of phonetic, morphological, syntactic, and lexical norms. To 
Some extent, differences among these norms corresponded to differences in the ori- 
gins of the formal devices themselves (East Slavic pleophonic gorod-type words 
versus Church Slavonic grad forms; Slavic parataxis versus borrowed Greek hypo- 
taxis), and there was of course a good deal of overlapping (the language of 
gramoty resembling that of legal texts, the sermons containing many elements also 
found in patristic literature, etc.). ?? Since we have defined a literary language 
as monocentric, as consisting of a neutral core and genre-bound deviations from 
that core, and since on the other hand, as we have just shown, the sociolinguistic 
Situation in ancient Russia was polycnetric, we have no choice but to conclude 
that there was no literary language in Kievan Rus'. There was a language of lit- 
erature, and a highly polished one at that (consider only Hilarion, Cyril of 
Turov, the unknown author of the Igor' Tale, the Molenie of Daniil Zatochnik, 
etc.), and there were other normed, refined, socially effective forms of speech 
and writing, but there was no standardized literary language per se. Only in the 
course of subsequent centuries, as the interrelations among genres shifted in ac- 
cord with social and economic changes, was that originally empty space at the cen- 
ter of the polycentric Old Russian linguistic system gradually filled: the norms 
of the original genres weakened, forms and formulae from one genre gradually pene- 
trated other genres (e.g., the gradual penetration of Church Slavonic spellings 
and grammatical endings into the language of the Russian law) ,?" and new genres 
developed, unbound by tradition and free to take their linguistic material where 
they wished (e.g., diplomatic correspondence, translated newspapers, the drama). 
Through all this complicated and lengthy process there was created a larger and 
larger stock of forms which were specific to no genre but common to all. With 
this there was finally created that neutral core without which there can be no 
literary language — that is, no standard language, no Hochsprache. The history of 
any literary language is the history of its norms. The contemporary standard Rus- 


sian literary language was created by the gradual shift from polycentric to mono- 
centric normalization. 
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ON RUSSIAN LEGAL LANGUAGE 


In the works of some scholars the history of literary Russian is presented 
as a nearly thousand-year-long contest between two opposed forces — the one an 
imported and alien Church Slavonic, the other autochtonous East Slavic. The 
many and varied theories of the rise and development of literary Russian can be 
traced back to V. E. Adodurov, M. V. Lomonosov, S. T. Aksakov et al. and are con- 
nected above all with A. A. Saxmatov, S. P. Obnorskij, L. P. Jakubinskij, V. V. 
Vinogradov, B. O. Unbegaun, F. P. Filin, A. V. Issatschenko, and R. I. Avanesov. 
Individual problems have been discussed in the works of G. Hüttl-Worth, N. A. 
MeSCerskij, M. A. Sokolova, E.T. Cerkasova, L. P. Zukovskaja, I. S. Ulaxanov and 
other investigators.! Unfortunately, the works of even the greatest specialists 
on the history of literary Russian occasionally suffer from oversimplification, a 
predilection for ready-made schemes, and an incomplete grasp of the complex and 
often contradictory factual material. 

In his many publications in this field B. O. Unbegaun has defended the view 
that until the eighteenth century there existed two written languages, a Church 
Slavonic literary language on the one hand and a non-literary Russian on the 
other; the first was used in religious writing of all kinds and in belles- 
lettres, and the second in jurisprudence, administrative documents, diplomatic 
and personal correspondence, etc.2 These two written languages remained her- 
metically sealed off from each other right up to the eighteenth century.  Ac- 
cording to this view, Church Slavonic elements began to penetrate the language 
of jurisprudence only in the reign of Peter the Great, when the barriers sepa- 
rating Church Slavonic from the chancery language began to disappear.? Although 
noting such Church Slavonic words and expressions as krestnoe celovanie, iskuple- 
nie plennyz, naprasnstvo and nebreZenie in the UloXenie of 1649 and earlier co- 
dices, Unbegaun nonetheless maintains that "there are no Church Slavonisms in the 
Russkaja Pravda. There are none in the codices of 1497, 1555 (? — DSW) and 1589, 
just as there are none in the 1649 UloZente ... This situation changed only in 
the eighteenth century, when the merger of the chancery and Church Slavonic lang- 
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uages was completed. "" This view denies any influence of Church Slavonic on the 
Russian legal language until the eighteenth century. The Russkaja Pravda of 1282 
is equated with the codices of 1497, 1550 and 1589 (for some reason Unbegaun 
fails to mention the so-called Svodnyj Sudebnik of 1606-07), and the Uloženie 

of Aleksej Mixajlovic of 1649: they are equally free of Church Slavonic influ- 
ence and show no developmental tendencies in this respect from the thirteenth 
century right up to the eighteenth. The facts are somewhat more complex. 

It goes without saying that from the very beginning the Russian legal lang- 
uage was quite different from that of literary texts (we do not include juridical 
documents or the Novgorod birchbark letters among "literary" works). Indeed, one 
of the basic distinctions between the chancery and "literary" languages was the 
rarity of Church Slavonic elements in the former and their frequency inthe latter. 
But this does not mean that the Russian legal language developed (or rather, ac- 
cording to Unbegaun, failed to develop) in complete isolation from Church Slavonic. 
It is a simple matter to show that legal Russian was affected by Church Slavonic 
from its very beginnings and that this Church Slavonic influence increased stead- 
ily from 1497 to 1649. Without claiming to present an exhaustive account of this 
matter, we should merely like to bring certain factual material to the reader's attention. 

As far back as 1934 S. P. Obnorskij claimed that the Russkaja Pravda was 
devoid of Church Slavonisms (or that these were later accretions). The inaccu- 
racy of his views was demonstrated in 1941 by A. M. SeliStev, who adduced a whole 
series of obvious Slavonisms such as razboj, razgrablenie, vražda, the endings 
-ago (bojar'skago tima, do tret'jago réza, etc.), -oja (bea" vsjakoja svady) et 
al.> SeliSéev's arguments are compelling. Less well known are certain facts from 
documents of the fifteenth to seventeenth centuries which will be discussed here. 

In the 1497 codex, which according to Unbegaun contains "no Slavonisms," we 
find a whole series of them. This first major juridical document of the Musco- 
vite state, preserved in a sixteenth-century copy,® contains both orthographic 
Slavonisms (doubtless due to the so-called "Second South Slavic influence") such 
as rat’ tatarskaa 56’, ot cerkvi božia 59, kotoraa vdova 59, 2'a zemlja oranaa 61, 
podvojekym pravago desjatka 64, pered velikym knjazem 68 and such more traditional 
Church Slavonisms as 8 ogmago dnja 28, do Novagoroda do Velikago 30, po syna bo- 
jarskago 45, 8 spieka sudnago 64, Knjaz’ velikij Ivan Vasil’evid veeja Rusi Intro- 
duction (it is interesting to note that the next major codex, of 1550, has the 


more archaicized vsea Rusi), ot pravyja gramoty 22, ot bezsudnyja gramoty 25, 
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otpusknyja gramoty ne dati 41, etc. The codex of 1497 also contains Slavonic 32 
from *tj and *kti: ili kto star, ili nemo&%en 52, xoBXet na pole 8 poslurom' 
lezet 48, A&%e kto poBlet pristava 45. The prefixal spelling ra2-, noted by 
SeliSéev in the Russkaja Pravda in the words razboj, razbojnik", raznamenati, 
raagrablenie, occurs in the 1497 codex only in razboj 7, 8, 38, 39 and po tomu 
rasdetu 4. Nonpleophonic forms are attested only from the root *perd, namely 
in the adverbs and adjectives preZnej, preZnij, prež and the preposition pred, 
e.g. a v tnoj tatbe i preänej dovoda na nego ne budet 10, v preänem dele 12, v 
kakove dele v preZnem 14, prež togo neodinova kradyval 13, čto pred nimi kupil 
46. The copyist clearly felt no difference between the pleophonic and nonpleo- 
phonic variants, as is clear from such an example as postavit pred namestnikom 
ili pred volostelem ili pered ix tiuny 379. The codex of 1497 preserves the 
traditional Slavonic formulae po krestnomu celovaniju 12, bez naprazdn'stva 55, 
and, alongside the older poslux, the innovations svidetel', svidetel'skoj 59. 
There is one instance of a preserved (or rather, restored) reflex of the second 
velar palatalization: a ead na verstu po denze 44. The 1497 codex is, then, by 
no means devoid of Church Slavonic influence; on the contrary, it manifests re- 
stricted but nonetheless clear traces of that interaction of Russian and Slavonic 
elements inherited from Kievan times and evident in many genres of written Rus- 
Sian, including the language of the law. 

The situation changes somewhat in the codex of 1550?, in which one finds 
fewer artificial Slavonic spellings without jotation, although they do occur 
occasionally, e.g. Knjaz' Ivan Vasil'evid vsea Rust (Introduction). Some lexical 
Slavonisms are retained, e.g. svjatitel’, svjatitelskoj 91, i tot tovar pogubit 
bea naprasn'stva 90. The word razboj, going back to the thirteenth-century Rus- 
skaja Pravda, is also found in the 1550 codex: A dovedut na kogo razboj, ili 
dußegubstvo, ili jabedni®estvo 59. Like the 1497 codex, that of 1550 uses the 
form prež, preZnij, pred, but even more frequently: I budet po obysku v kakove 
v preänem dele priro&noj Selovek z dovodom 57, v preXnixr delax 58, a v ynoj v 
preXnij tatby dovoda na nego ne budet 55, kogo v prežniz kupdizx v posluser net 
85, ta vot&ina preXEnemu prodaveu bezdeneäno 85, a gde dvorskogo net i prež sego 
ne byval 62, kotorye dela prež sego Sudebnika ver&eny 97, etc. The 1550 Codex 
contains a few Slavonic innovations, compared to that of 1497: the numeral 
8ed'moj with a d and the nonpleophonic adjective gradskoj: a ne priedut sami k 
otvetu ... posle sroka za sto verst v sedmoj den' 75, A gosudar'skomu ubojce, i 
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gradskomu zdaveu ... života ne dati, kazniti ego smertnoju kazn'ju 61. Thus, in 
comparison to the codex of 1497, that of 1550 shows fewer orthographic Slavonisms 
(as if the first archaizing wave had already passed), but slightly more Slavon- 
isms of other types (8ed'moj, gradskoj). The 1550 codex shows the first few 
signs of that flowering of Slavonic elements that was to occur in the second 
half of the sixteenth century, especially in the codex of 1589. 

The codex of 1589, although basically still an East Slavic document, shows 
an increasing Slavonic influence, alongside such autochtonous forms as po roa- 
četu 10, v rozboe 17, poxodet 19, pered sud'ju 29, ne močno verBiti dela 30, 

k namesnió'im ljudem ili k volostelnym 35, po gorodekix i po volosnyx posylati 
pristava 35, z golovy 83, etc. The 1589 codex was systematically Slavonized, 


often replacing (in comparison with the codex of 1550) -ogo by -ago, roaboj by 


razboj, semoj by sed'moj, etc.lÜ A few examples: 


CODEX OF 1550. 


-090 
ili delo zapiSet ne po sudu, ... bez 
bojarskogo, ili bez dvoreckogo ... 


vedoma 4 


i okolnicemu poltina da za dospex 


ubitogo tri rublja 11 


-te, -ej 
i vo vsex gorodex Moskovskie zemli, 


i Nougorodckie zemli 99 


a zemli emu ostaviti v meru stolko, 


skolko on svoej zemli promenil 85 


ro2- 
da na puti u nego tot tovar uter- 
jaetca bezxitrostno ... ili rozboj 


vozmet 90 


CODEX OF 1589 


-ago 
ili spisok podpiSet bez bojarskago 


ili bez sud'ina vedoma 4 


i okolnilemu poltina da za dospex 
ubitago tri rubli 15 

-ija, -eja 
i vo vsex gorodex Moskovskija zemli 


i Naogordckzja (sic) 202 


a zemli emu ostavit' stolko, skolko 


svoeja votciny zemli promenil 167 


raz- 
da na puti u nego tot tovar uter- 
jaetca bezxitrosno ... ili razboj 


vozmet 181 


In the immediately preceding article, however, the rozboj of 1550 is preserved: 


A ub'jut kotorogo krest'janina na 


pole v rozboe ili v ynom v kotorom 


A ubijut kotorago krestijanina na 


pole v rozboe il v ynom lixom 
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v lixom dele 89 


dele 180 


(N.B. that in the 1589 codex b» is changed to Z twice and the multiple preposi- 


tions are eliminated, i.e. the text is generally "corrected" on the Slavonic 


model.) 


aemoj 
a podpisati na ego spisok za sto 


verst po sroce 8emym dnem 69 


sed'moj 
a podpisati na vinu, budet ne stanet 


v sed'moj den' za sto verst 124 


(N.B. that in another case the Slavonic form with d was already introduced in 


the 1550 codex.) 


The most interesting changes in the Codex of 1589 are those concerning 


pleophonic and nonpleophonic forms. 


Although the 1550 codex does show a few 


nonpleophonic forms (preänij, gradskoj), and although pleophony is by no means a 


rarity in the 1589 text, comparison of these two codices nonetheless shows a 


clear development from East Slavic pleophony toward Slavonic trat-type forms. 


Compare: 
PLEOPHONY 


A detej bojarskix suditi namesnikom 
po vsem gorodom po ... gosudarevym 


Zalovalnym po ix vopfim gramotam 64 


*serd 
A torgovym ljudem i posadckim ljudem 
i vsem 8erednim bez%est'ja pjat' 


rublev 26 


*perd 
i d'jaku iscevy i otveCikovy reci 


veleti zapisati pered soboju 28 


i bojarom veleti ego dati na krepkuju 
poruku, xto emu budut vpered inye 
iscy 55 


i vpered kto tu kabalu obolZivit, 
i ta kabala verSiti po sudu 78 


NONPLEOPHONY 


A detej bojarskix suditi namesnikom 
po vsem gradom po carevym gramotam 
po Zaloval'nym 118 


A torgovym ljudem posadckim i vsem 
srednim bez*estija pet' rublev 47 


i dijaku iscevy i otvet@ikovy reči 
veliti zapisyvati pred soboju 75 


i sudijam dat' ego na krepkuju poruku, 
xto emu budet vprede iscy 107 


I vpred’ xto kabalu obolZivit, 
i ta kabala veršit' po sudu 141 
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A vpered vsjakie dela suditi po 


semu Sudebniku 97 


A torxannyx vpered ne davati ni- 
komu 43 


A kotoromu namesniku dan v korm- 
len'e gorod s volost'mi, ... av 
kotoryx volostex napered sego 


starost ... ne bylo 68 


A kotorye 1judi učnut iskati na 
namesnikex ili na volostelex i 


na ix ljudex po Zalobnicam 22 


kak te namesniki ili volosteli, 


educi na Zalovan'e 24 


A namesnikom i volostelem, kotorye 
derZat kormlen'ja bez bojarskogo 


suda 66 


ino volostelju ili posel'skomu ima- 


ti na nem za boran dva altyna 87 


A namesnikom, i volostelem, ... v 
gorodex i v volostjax neprodaZnyx 
i domoroSCenyx lo$adej ne pjatnati 


96 


A vzySCet seleckoj na seleckom, a 


sudit ix Xe volostel' 100 


A kogo namesnici ili volosteliny 
1judi ucnut davati ot kogo na 


poruki 70 


-262- 


*vold 


A vpred' vsjakie dela suditi po 
semu Sudebniku 200 


A tarxannyx gramot Upred' ne da- 
vati 92 


A kotoromu namesniku dano v korm- 
lenie gorod s volost'mi, a preže 
togo v tex volostjax, starost ne 


bylo 122 


A kotoroi ljudi uénut iskati na 
namesnikax, i na vlasteljar, i 


na inyx ljudex po Zalobnican 34 


i kak namesniki ili vlasteli, 


edu&i na Zalovan'e 36 


A kotoroj namesnik ili vlastel’ 


bez bojarskago suda ... 120 


ino vlastelju na nem vzjat' za 


boran dva altyna 173 


A namesnikom, i vlastelem, ... 
v gorodex i volostex neprodaZnyx 


domoro$Cconyx konej ne pjatnat' 198 


A vzySlet ego seleckoj na seleckom, 
ino ix suditi ix Ze vlastelju 204 
A kogo namesniZii ljudi ili vlas- 


telnye stanut davat' na poruki 125 


Pairs of the opposite type (nonpleophony in 1550 replaced by pleophony in 


1589) were not encountered.  Altogether, 


these facts testify to the increasing 


Significance of Slavonic elements in the juridical language of the latter six- 


teenth century. 
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The growth of Slavonic in Russian legal language continues in the so-called 
Svodnyj Sudebnik of 1606-07, but in a somewhat different form. On the one hand, 
the 1606-07 text reproduces that of 1550 almost exactly, with no attempt, for 


example, to replace pleophonic by non-pleophonic forms. E.g.: 


1550 1589 1606-07 
A namesnikom, i vo- A namesnikom, i A namestnikam, i vo- 
Lostelem, ... v goro- vlastelem, ... v go- lostelem, ... v goro- 
dex i v volostjax ne- rodex i volostex ne- dex i v volostex ne 
prodaZnyx i domoro- prodaZnyx domoro- prodaZnyx i domoro- 
ščenyx loSadej ne SZonyx konej ne pjat- $&onyx losadej ne 
pjatnati 96 nat' 198 pjatniti [19] 95 


In a few, rare cases the 1606-07 codex is even more "East Slavic" than that of 
1550; e.g.: 


1550 1606-07 
a ne priedut sami k otvetu ... posle A ne priedut sami k otvetu ... posle 
sroka za sto verst v 8edmoj den' 75 sroku za sto verst v semoj den! [11] 75 


On the other hand, the Svodnyj Sudebnik, for the first time, introduces or 
frequently uses certain Slavonic forms which henceforth (for example in the UZo- 
Zenie of 1649) become usual. Such are: 

1) nonpleophonic črez: A rto vot&inu svoju bes carja velikogo knjazja 
vedoma &rez ses’ ukaz komu prodast ... [13] 125; 

2) vladyka 'archbishop' [3] 104, [13) 121, [25] 162 et al., and its deriva- 
tive viadytmyj [24] 166, 168 et al.; 

3) the toponym Veltktj Nov"gorod" also occurs in the nonpleophonic variant 
Velikij Nov"grad": A kotoroj telovek zem'skoj Velikogo Novagrada, tli pskovitin 

[5] 151 (along with v Velikom Novegorode [12] 148; it is interesting to note 
that less significant cities appear only in the East Slavic variant:  VyBegoroda, 
Zvenigoroda, NiZnjago Novagoroda, Ivanja goroda [6] 46); 

4) xram 'church' appears in the heading of the twenty-first verse of the 
1606-07 codex (0 rugax v monastyre, i k zramom, kotorye dany vnove), although the 
text of this verse uses only cerkov’. 

The most remarkable feature of the Svodnyj Sudebnik is that it contains, for 
the first time in the history of the Russian legal language, entire passages 


written in a clearly Slavonic register. These passages naturally deal with 
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affairs of the church. The first of them is [13] 164, which reproduces with 
minor omissions the Synodal Edict (Sobornyj prigovor) of 1580, which forbade 
further acquisition of land by monasteries. The opening sentence of 164 con- 
tains veea Rusti (2x), a nonphonetic O in the preposition of 80 otcom svoim, BO 
from *tj and a vocalized prefix and double nn in osveädennym soborom. The text 
itself is replete with Slavonisms, e.g.: mlostiju pretistyja i preblagoslo- 
vennyja vladydica naBeja bogorodica; sobraxomsja v preimenitom grade Moskve; 8 
nim Ze sovokupiBasja jarym obrazom Pol'8a; rospyxaxusja gordostiju, dmjaßdesja, 
xotjaxu potrebiti pravoslavie; my ... pobolexom zelne; blagoßestivyi car' na’... 
80 vsem 8voim singlitom sotvori, jako dovleet ego car'skoj vlasti; mnogija Ze v 
zapustenie priidoBa, jako Xe ubo po monastyrem atja zapustevazu, and so forth. 

Second, [22] "O krestnom celovan'e," which likewise goes back to the edict 
of 1580, although not itself entirely in the Slavonic register, contains (often 
for the first time in the Russian legal language) a whole series of individual 
Slavonisms, for example v sredu 141, 145, wmreti 141, zaneZe 141, vlast' (in the 
abstract meaning) 142, sveSSt 142, is rraminy 143, oběčuju muku 146, etc. 

These two passages show two new types of Slavonic influence on the legal 
language. In the first, a Slavonic passage is inserted ready-made into the codex 
and becomes an integral part thereof; in the second, the text becomes saturated 
with individual Slavonisms, which are, however, used alongside a good many East 
Slavic forms (sveča, polon, nußa, etc.). Both types show that the growth of 
Slavonic influence was continuing into the seventeenth century. 

This development is confirmed yet more eloquently by the Synodal Codex of 
Aleksej Mixajlovié in 1649. The Slavonisms of the 1649 codex have already been 
treated in detail,!! so we shall restrict ourselves here to a few typical exam- 
ples. The UloZenie contains some morphemes appearing only in their Slavonic non- 
pleophonic variants (blaZennyj, vražda, vremja), but others which occur in both 
pleophonic and nonpleophonic shapes; in this case the choice of variant can be 
free (serednij — srednij, Serez — črez), or stylistically conditioned, in which 
case the choice of Slavonic or native form can depend on the immediate context, 
or on the register of the entire passage (zoloto — zlato, polonjanoj — plennyj, 
serebro — srebro, xoromina — rramina), while in still other cases the choice is 
conditioned lexically or derivationally (bran', branitisja 'quarrel' — boroniti- 
sja ‘defend oneself', volost’ 'territory' — vlast' ‘church dignitary', poperek — 


prekoslovie, xoroniti 'hide' — bogom xranimyj, etc.). The 1649 codex not only 
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contains many new Slavonisms, hitherto unknown in juridical Russian, but is also 
the first legal text to attempt to distribute Slavonisms and East Slavic forms 
according to lexico-derivational and stylistic criteria. 

Much remains to be done in the study of Russian legal language. The precise 
filiation of juridical texts has yet to be established. The distinctions between 
northern and southern texts have yet to be drawn. The possibly differing "dia- 
lects" of the Moscow department offices (prikazy), from which articles were en- 
tered into the various codices, are yet to be examined. Preliminary data appear 
to indicate that the "Second South Slavic influence" affected legal texts pri- 
marily in the latters' orthography (such spellings as -aa-), but not in the shape 
of lexical morphemes, but this is only a preliminary impression. A complete and 
manysided description of the origins and development of the Russian legal lang- 
uage, from the Russkaja Pravda to the present, will become possible only when 
these and other preliminary tasks have been accomplished. Nonetheless, even the 
preliminary observations offered here appear sufficient to force us to reject 
as oversimplified the thesis of complete isolation of legal Russian from Church 
Slavonic. More reasonable is the view that juridical Russian and Slavonic were 
connected from the very beginning and have not ceased to interact until the pres- 
ent day. But most reasonable of all, perhaps, would be to repudiate preconceived 
binary schemas until such time as an adequate body of texts of various genres has 


been investigated. 
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FOOTNOTES 
loa survey of opinions may be found in the numerous works of V. V. Vinogradov. 
See, for example: V. V. Vinogradov, "Osnovnye voprosy i zadaci izuéenija istorii 
russkogo jazyka do XVII v.," VJa, 1969, No. 6; "O novyx issledovanijax po 
istorii russkogo literaturnogo jazyka," VJa, 1969, No. 2. From the most recent 
literature we can cite F. P. Filin, "Ob istokax russkogo literaturnogo jazyka," 
VJa, 1974, No. 3. An understanding of the complexity of the Russian literary 
language's historical development in its multifarious genres can be found in N. I. 
Tolstoj, "K voprosu o drevneslavjanskom jazyke kak obSéem literaturnom jazyke 
juZnyx i vostoCnyx slavjan," VJa, 1961, No. l, and also in the works of B. A. 
Uspenskij and V. D. Levin (see, for example: IV MeZdwnarodnyj s"ezd slavistov. 
Materialy diskussii, 11, Problem; slavjanskogo jazykoznanija, M., 1962). 


2 From B. O. Unbegaun's works one can select: B. Unbegaun, "Razgovornyj i lite- 
raturnyj russkij jazyk," Oxford Slavonic Papers, 1, 1950; , La formation des 
langues littéraires slaves: problämes et &tat des questions," Langue et littéra- 
ture. Actes du VIII Congrés de la Fédération internationale des langues et lit- 
teratures modernes, Paris, 1961; "L'héritage cyrillo-méthodien en Russie," 
Cyrillo-Methodiana: Zur Frühgeschichte des Christentums bei den Slaven, 869-1962, 
Köln-Graz, 1964; , "ProisxoZdenie russkogo literaturnogo jazyka," Novyj Zur- 
nal, 10, New York, 1970;. , "The Russian literary language: a comparative 
view," The Modern Language Review, 68, 1973. 


3 See: B. O. Unbegaun: "Russe et slavon dans la terminologie juridique," RESL, 
34, 1957. 


4 


B. O. Unbegaun, "Jazyk russkogo prava," Na temy russkie i obšžie (a collection 
in honor of Prof. N. S. Timašev), New York, 1965. 


5 5. P. Obnorskij, "Russkaja Pravda kak pamjatnik russkogo literaturnogo jazyka," 
Izvestija AN SSSR, 7th series, 1934, 10; A. M. SeliScev, "O jazyke Russkoj Pravdy 
v svjazi s voprosom o drevnejSem tipe russkogo literaturnogo jazyka," [written in 
1941], Vda, 1957, 4. 


6 Cited in the edition: Pamjatnik prava perioda obrazovanija russkogo centrali- 
zirovamwogo gosudarstva XIV-XV vv. (= Pamjatniki russkogo prava, edited by L. V. 
Cerepnin, 3), M., 1953. 


7 The figures refer to separate articles in the Sudebnik. 


9 on the history of this root see: I. S. Ulaxanov, "Predlogi pred’ — pered v 
russkom jazyke XI-XVII vv." in the collection Issledovanija po istoriéeskoj 
leksikologii drevnerusskogo jaayka, M., 1964, pp. 125-160; ‚ "Slavjanizmy 
i narodno-razgovornaja leksika v pamjatnikax drevnerusskogo jazyka XV-XVII vv. 
(Glagoly s pristavkami pere- i pred'-)", Voprosy slovoobrazovanija i leksiko- 
logii drevnerusskogo jazyka, M., 1974. 


9 See: Pamjatniki prava perioda ukreplenija russkogo centraliztrovannogo gosu- 
darstva XV-XVII vv. (Pamjatniki russkogo prava, 4), M., 1956. 


10 From this standpoint, the 1589 Sudebnik is closer to the 1497 than to that 
of 1550. It would have been desirable to determine the specific, successive re- 
lationship of the individual manuscripts of all the Sudebniki cited here. 


ll see: D. S. Worth, "Slavonisms in the UloZenie of 1649," Russian Linguistics, 
1/3, 1974. 
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Transform Analysis of Russian Instrumental Constructions, Word, 14, 1958, 
p. 247-290. 


Grammatical and Lexical Quantification in the Syntax of the Russian Numeral, 
International Journal of Slavie Linguistics and Poetics, 1/2, 1959, p. 117- 
132. 


The Role of Transformations in the Definition of Syntagmas in Russian and 
Other Slavic Languages, American Contributions to the Fifth International 
Congress of Slavists, I, The Hague, 1963, p. 361-383. 


On the Representation of Linear Relations in Generative Models of Language, 
English translation of "Ob otobraZenii linejnyx otnoSenij v poroZdajuSCix 
modeljax jazyka," Voprosy jazykoananija, 13, 1964, 5, p. 46-58. 


The Notion of 'Stem' in Russian Flexion and Derivation, To Honor Roman 
Jakobson, The Hague, 1968, p. 2269-2288. 


Grammatical Function and Russian Stress, Language, 44, 1968, p. 784-791. 


Vowel-Zero Alternations in Russian Derivation, International Journal of 
Slavic Linguistics and Poetics, 11, 1968, p. 110-123. 


"Surface Structure" and "Deep Structure" in Slavic Morphology, American 
Contributions to the Sixth International Congress of Slavists, I, The Hague, 
1968, p. 395-427. 


Ambiguity in Russian Derivation, The Slavie Word. Proceedings of the Inter- 
national Slavistic Colloquium at UCLA, September 11-16, 1970, The Hague - 
Paris, 1972, p. 120-141. 


On Cyclical Rules in Derivational Morphophonemics, Phonologie der Gegenwart, 
Vienna, 1967, p. 173-186. 


Linguistics and Historiography: A Problem of Dating in the Galician-Volhynian 
Chronicle, Indiana Slavie Studies, 3, 1963, p. 173-185. 


Lexico-Grammatical Parallelism as a Stylistic Feature of the Zadonäfina, 
Orbis Seriptus. Dmitrij TschiZewskij zum 70. Geburtstag, Munich, 1966, 
p. 953-961. 


Was There a "Literary Language" in Kievan Rus'?, The Russian Review, 34, 
1975, P. 1-9. 


On Russian Legal Language, English translation of "O jazyke russkogo prava," 
Voprosy jazykoaznanija, 1975, 2, p. 68-75. 
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"Phraseology in the Galician-Volhynian Chronicle: a study in distributional 
stylistics," Annals of the Ukrainian Academy of Arts and Seiences in the 
U.S., 8, 1-2, 1960, p. 55-69. 


Sir tasks in computational Linguistics (= RAND Report RM-2803-AFOSR), Santa 
Monica, 1961 [with K. Harper, D. Hays, T. Ziehe], 8 * 107 pp. 


Kamchadol Texts Collected by W. Jochelson (= Janua Linguarum, series maior, 
2), 's-Gravenhage, 1961, 284 pp. 


Reviews: D. Libby, Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 
26, 1963, p. 454-455; idem, International Journal of American Linguis- 
tics, 30, 1964, p. 309-310; O. G. Tailleur, Zeitschrift der deutschen 
morgenlündischen Gesellschaft, 114, 1964, p. 216-218; R. Austerlitz, 
American Anthropologist, 66, 1964, p. 1449-1450; P. Naert, Anthropos, 
58, 1963, p. 270-271. 


"Publications on Paleo-Siberian linguistics," International Journal of 
American Linguistics, 27, 1961, p. 353-357. 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22. 


23. 


24. 


25. 


26. 


27. 


28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


-270- 


"Distributional stylistics and the analysis of older literary texts," Langue 
et littérature. Actes du VIIIe Congrés de la Fédération Internationale des 
Langues et Littératures Modernes (=Biblioth2que de la Faculté de Philosophie 
et Lettres de l'Université de Liège, CLXI), Paris, 1961, p. 340 [abstract]. 


“Zur Struktur des Vergleiches in der Galizisch-Volhynischen Chronik," Zeit- 
schrift für slavische Philologie, 30, 1962, p. 74-86. 


"Transformational criteria for the classification of predicative genitive 
constructions in Russian," 1961 International Conference on Machine Trans- 
lation of Languages and Applied Language Analysis, London, 1962, vol. 2, 
p. 726-735. 


"Comments," Problems in Lexicography, Bloomington, Indiana, 1962, p. 79- 
82. Reprinted 1967. 


"Transformacionnyj analiz konstrukcij s tvoritel'nym padeZom v russkom 
jazyke," Novoe v Lingvistike, 2, 1962, p. 637-683. Russian translation of 
(3). 


[review of] "Karin Pontoppidan-Sjóvall, A Structural Pattern in Russian, 
Uppsala, 1959," The Slavice and East European Journal, 6, 1962, p. 272-274. 


(review of] "Morris Halle, The Sound Pattern of Russian. A Linguistic and 
acoustical investigation, 's-Gravenhage, 1959," International Journal of 
American Linguistics, 29, 1963, p. 74-79. 


"La place du kamtchadal entre les langues soi-disant paléosibériennes," 
Orbis, 11, 1962, p. 579-599. 


[review of] "T. P. Lomtev, Osnovy sintaksisa sovremennogo russkogo jazyka, 
Moscow, 1958," International Journal of Slavie Linguistics and Poetics, 6, 
1963, p. 152-155. 


"Publications on Paleosiberian linguistics," International Journal of Ameri- 
can Linguistics, 29, 1963, p. 55-64. 


"Russian and Alaskan Eskimo," International Journal of Slavie Linguistics 
and Poetics, 7, 1963, p. 72-79. 


"Linguistics and historiography: a problem of dating in the Galician- 
Volhynian Chronicle," Indiana Slavic Studies, 3, 1963, p. 173-185. 


"Russian," Linguistic Reading Lists for Teachers of Modern Languages, Wash- 
ington, D.C., 1963, p. 77-99 [with E. Stankiewicz]. 


"Paleosiberian," Current Trends in Linguistics, 1: Soviet and East European 
Linguistics, The Hague, 1963, p. 345-373. 


"Syntax," Current Trends in Linguistics, 1: Soviet and East European Lin- 
guisties, The Hague, 1963, p. 35-59. 


Sofonija's Tale of the Russian-Tatar Battle on the Kulikovo Field (= Slav- 
istic Printings and Reprintings, 51), The Hague, 1963, 72 + xlix pp. [with 
R. Jakobson]. 


Reviews: K. Günther, Zeitschrift für Slawistik, 9, 1964, p. 621-622; M. 
Braun, Slavice and East European Journal, 8, 1964, p. 452; A. V. Soloviev, 
International Journal of Slavie Linguistics and Poetics, 9, 1965, p. 191- 
194; G. Sturm, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 87, 1966, p. 502-503; A. L. 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


0051582 


32. 


33. 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


al. 


42. 


-271- 


XoroSkevit and A. A. Zimin, "Novye zarubeZnye izdanija istocnikov po 
istorii feodal'noj Rossii do XVIII v.," Istorija SSSR, Moscow, 1965, 5, 
p. 164-166. 


"The role of transformations in the definition of syntagmas in Russian and 
other Slavic languages," American Contributions to the Fifth International 
Congress of Slaviste, I, The Hague, 1963, p. 361-83. 


[editor of] American contributions to the Fifth Intermational Congress of 
Slavists, Volume I: Linguistic contributions (= Slavistic printings and 
reprintings, XLVI), The Hague, 1963, 383 pp. 


"Suprasyntactics," Proceedings of the Ninth International Congress of Lin- 
gutsts, The Hague, 1964, p. 698-704. Preprinted as Suprasyntactics ( = 
Memorandum RM-3161-PR), Santa Monica, 1962. 


[review of] "O. S. Axmanova, G. B. Mikaäljan, Sovremennye sintaksi&eskie 
teorii, Moscow, 1963," Word, 20, 1964, p. 253-58. 


"The suffix -aga in Russian," Scando-Slavica, 10, 1964, p. 174-93. Pre- 
printed as Studies in Russian morphology, 1: the suffix -aga ( = Memorandum 
RM-3235-PR), Santa Monica, 1962. 


"Ob otobraZenii linejnyx otnoSenij v poroZdajuscix modeljax jazyka,” Voprosy 
jazykoznanija, 13, 1964, 5, p. 46-58. 


"Lexico-grammatical parallelism as a stylistic feature of the Zadonééina," 
Orbis Seriptus. Dmitrij TschiZeuskij zum 70. Geburtstag, Munich, 1966, 
p. 953-61. 


A Selected Bibliography of Slavic Linguistics, The Hague, v. 1, 1966, 315 
pp.; v. 2, 1970, 530 pp. [with E. Stankiewicz]. 


Reviews: W. Derbyshire, Russkij jazyk, 26, No. 94-95, 1972, p. 117-19; 
W. Fedorowicz, Rocantk slawistyczny, 35, 1, 1974, p. 72-77; K. Gut- 
schmid, Zeitschrift für Slawistik, 12, 1967, p. 591-96 and zbídem,. 
16, 1971, p. 789-91; L. Kis, Studia slavica hungarica, 17, 1971, p. 369- 
71; I. MoZaeva, Sovetskoe slavjanovedenie, 1971, No. 5, p. 101-103; K. 
Müller, Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 93, 1 (Jan. 1972), c. 16-18; G. Newe- 
klowsky, Wiener Slavistisches Jahrbuch, 19, 1973, p. 149-50; F. Papp, 
Slavica (Debrecen), 12, 1972, p. 177-80; M. Samilov, The Slavonie and 
East European Review, LI, No. 122, Jan. 1973, p. 155-56; G. Schaar- 
schmidt, Canadian Slavonic Papere, 14, 3, 1972, p. 564-567; G. Shevelov, 
Slavie and East European Journal, 11, 1967, p. 339-45; L. Thomas, Slavic 
and East European Journal, 17, 1973, p. 251-52; A. Vaillant, Revue des 
études slaves, 46, 1967, p. 156. 


A Deep Index of Derivational Morphology ( = Memorandum RM-5143-PR), Santa 
Monica, 1966, x * 28 pp. [with R. Schupbach]. 


[review of] "Razvitie grammatiki i leketki sovremennogo russkogo jazyka, 
Moscow, 1964," International Journal of Slavie Linguistics and Poetics, 10, 
1966, p. 178-82. 


[review of] "Peeter Arumaa, Urslavische Grammatik. Einführung in das ver- 
gleichende Studium der slavischen Sprachen, Heidelberg, 1964," Slavic and 
East European Journal, 10, 1966, p. 209-10. 
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"On the stem-ending boundary in Slavic indeclinables," Zbornik za filologiju 
i Lingvistiku, Novi Sad, 9, 1966, p. 11-16. 


"On cyclical rules in derivational morphophonemics," Phonologie der Gegen- 
wart, Vienna, 1967, p. 173-186. Preprinted as part of Studies in Russian 
Morphology, 2: Vowel-zero alternations in derivation (= Memorandum RM-5223- 
PR), Santa Monica, 1967. 


"The notion of 'stem' in Russian flexion and derivation," To Honor Roman 
Jakobson, The Hague, 1968, p. 2269-88. 


[review of] "P. Adamec, Porjadok slov v sovremennom russkom jazyke, Prague, 
1966," Československá rusistika, 12, 1967, p. 172-174. 


"Grammatical function and Russian stress," Language, 44, 1968, p. 784-791. 


"Notes on Russian stress, 2: ljubov’, vod', etc.," Studies in Slavic Lin- 
guistics and Poetics in Honor of Boris O. Unbegaun, New York — London, 
1968, p. 279-287. 


"Notes on Russian stress, 3: naém, zaém," Slavie and East European Journal, 
12, 1968, p. 53-58. 


Towards exploitation of a file of Russian text with syntactic annotations 
( = Memorandwn RM-5252-RADC), Santa Monica, 1967, x + 36 pp. [with D. Hays]. 


[review article on] "E. Stankiewicz, 'Slavic morphophonemics in its typo- 
logical and diachronic aspects,' Current Trends in Linguistics, 3: Theoreti- 
eal Foundations, The Hague, 1966, p. 495-520," Current Anthropology, 9, 
1968, p. 155-160. 


"Vowel-zero alternations in Russian derivation," International Journal of 
Slavic Linguistics and Poetics, 11, 1968, p. 110-123. Preprinted: see (41) 
above. 


"On 'surface structure' and 'deep structure' in Slavic morphology," VI Mezi- 
národní sjezd slavistü v Praze 1968. Resumé přednášek, prfispevkü a sdělení, 
Praha, 1968, p. 26 [abstract]. 


"Surface structure and deep structure in Slavic morphology," American Con- 
tributions to the Sixth International Congress of Slavists, I, The Hague, 
1968, p. 395-427. 


"O slove 'futurama' v meZdunarodnoj leksike (melkaja popravka)," Etinologija 
1966, Moscow, 1968, p. 192-193. 


Dictionary of Western Kamchadal (= University of California Publications in 
Linguistics, 59), Berkeley — Los Angeles, 1969, 320 pp. 


Reviews: R. Austerlitz, American Anthropologist, 73, 1971, p. 907; A. P. 
Volodin, Voprosy jaaykoananija, 1971, no. 3, p. 134-136; B. Collinder, 
Kratylos, 16, 1971, p. 105-107. 


{review of] "W. Thümmel, Das Problem der periphrastischen Konstructionen, 
gezeigt am Beispiel des Slavischen, Munich, 1967," The Slavic Review, 28, 
1968, p. 191-192. 


[review of] "Josip Matešić, Rülckläufiges Wörterbuch des Serbokroatischen, 
Wiesbaden, 1965-67," International Journal of Slavic Linguistics and Poetics, 
12, 1969, p. 192-193. 


Dean S. Worth - 9783954793006 
Downloaded from PubFactory at 01/10/2019 05:51:16AM 
via free access 


0051582 


59. 


60. 


61. 


62. 
63. 


64. 


65. 


66. 


67. 


68. 


69. 


70. 


-273- 


(review of] "Slavica Pragensia VIII," International Journal of Slavie Lin- 
guistics and Poetics, 12, 1969, p. 179-182. 


[review of] "John Greer Nicholson, Russian Normative Stress Notation, 
Montreal, 1968," The Modern Language Review, 65, 1, 1970, p. 235-237. 


[review of] "Albert Parry, America Learns Russian: A History of the Teach- 
ing of the Russian Language in the United States, Syracuse, 1967," Western 
Humanities Revieu, 23, 1969, 4, p. 355-356. 


"On the morphophonemics of the Slavic verb," Slavia, 39, 1970, p. 1-9. 


Russian Derivational Dictionary, New York, 1970, xxiv + 747 pp. [with A. S. 
Kozak and D. B. Johnson]. 


Reviews: W. Barnetová, Československá rusistika, 16, 1971, p. 225-29; J. 
Bosak, Jazykovedný časopis, 23, 1972, p. 82-85; T. J. Butler, Slavic 
Review, 31, 3, 1972, p. 738-40; W. Derbyshire, Russkij jazyk, 26, No. 
94-95, 1972, p. 119-122; L. Ďurovič, International Journal of Slavic 
Linguistics and Poetics, 15, 1972, p. 202-04; T. F. Efremova, Voprosy 
jazykoznanija, 1971, No. 4, p. 112-17; F. Erdei, Slavica (Debrecen), 12, 
1972, p. 169-74; G. Fischer, Slavia, 41, 1972, p. 113-14; B. Hrné{r, 
Jazykovědné aktuality (Prague), 8, 1971, 3-4, p. 35-39; J. Jiraéek, 
Sborntk praet FFBU, A-20, 1972, p. 247-50; idem, Ruský jazyk 24 (26), 
1973-74, 3, p. 136-38; H. Keller, Language, 48, 1972, p. 197-200; Zà. 
Oliverius, Joumal of the Australian Universities Language and Litera- 
ture Association, 1972, l, p. 267-69; B. Panzer, WdSi, 17, 1972 (1974), 
p. 436-437; F. Papp, Slavica (Debrecen), 11, 1971, p. 181-82; A. N. 
Tixonov, Voprosy sostavlenija slovoobrazovatel'nogo slovarja sovremen- 
nogo russkogo jazyka, Samarkand, 1972, p. 113-27; L. Turusina, Russkij 
jazyk v škole, 1971, 5, p. 111-15; D. Ward, Journal of Linguistics, 8, 
1972, p. 196-99. 


[review of] "Edward Stankiewicz, The Declension and Gradation of Substan- 
tives in Contemporary Standard Russian, The Hague, 1968," Slavic and East 
European Journal, 14, 1970, p. 236-40. 


"On the phonology of the Russian infinitive," Slavica Slovaca, 5, 1970, p. 
320-23. 


Ceredovanija glasnyx 8 nulem v slovoobrazovanii (= Institut russkogo jazyka 
AN SSSR, Problemnaja gruppa po éksperimental'noj i prikladnoj lingvistike, 
Predvaritel'nye publikaeii, 18), Moskva, 1971, 30 pp. Russian translation 
of item 41 above. 


"Prefixal substantives in Russian," Melbourne Slavonie Studies, 5-6, 1971, 
p. 72-78. 


"Ambiguity in Russian derivation," The Slavic Word. Proceedings of the In- 
ternational Slavistic Colloquium at UCLA, September 11-16, 1970, The Hague — 
Paris, 1972, p. 120-4]. 


"Morfonologija nulevoj affiksacii v russkom slovoobrazovanii," Voprosy jazy- 
koznanija, 1972, 6, p. 76-84. 


"Morfotaktika i morfofonemika," Aktual'nye problemy russkogo slovoobrazova- 
nija, I, Samarkand, 1972, p. 397-403. 
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[editor of] The Slavic Word. Proceedings of the International Slavistie 
Colloquium at UCLA, September 11-16, 1970, The Hague — Paris, 1972, 452 pp. 
( = Slavistie Printings and Reprintings, 262). 


Reviews: V. du Feu, The Slavonic and East European Review, 53, 197, p. 
100-102; O. Leška, Československá rusistika, 18, 1973, p. 242; S. C. 
G[ardiner?], Journal of European Studies, 1973, 3, p. 380-381. 


"On eighteenth-century Russian rhyme," Russian Literature, 3, 1973, p. 47- 
74. 


"Remarks on eighteenth-century Russian rhyme: Kostrov's translation of the 
Iliad," Slavic Poetics. Essays in Honor of Kiril Taranovsky, The Hague — 
Paris, 1973, p. 525-29. 


"Slovoobrazovatel'naja morfofonemika v slavjanskix jazykax," VII Między- 
narodowy Kongres Slawistöw, Warszawa, 21-26 VIII 1973. Streszezenia refe- 
ratöw i komunikatöw, Warszawa, 1973, p. 428-29 [abstract]. 


"Morfonologija slavjanskogo slovoobrazovanija," American contributions to 
the Seventh International Congress of Slavists, I, Linguistics and Poetics, 
The Hague, 1973, p. 377-391. 


[review of] "A. N. Tixonov, Problemy sostavlenija gnezdovogo slovoobrazova- 
tel'nogo slovarja sövremennogo russkogo jazyka, Samarkand, 1971," Interna- 
tional journal of Slavic linguistics and poetics, 16, 1973, p. 197-206. 


[co-editor of] Slavie Poetics. Essays in Honor of Kiril Taranovsky ( = 
Slavic Printings and Reprintings, 267), The Hague — Paris, 1973, 574 pp. 
[with Roman Jakobson and C. H. van Schooneveld]. 


Reviews: D. Laferrière, SEEJ, 20, 1976, 486-489. 


"On irregularities (real and apparent)," Topics in Slavic Phonology, ed. Dm. 
J. Koubourlis, Moscow, Idaho, 1973, p. 235-249. 


[review of] "Aktual'nye problem, russkogo slovoobrazovanija, I, Materialy 
respublikanskoj naučnoj konfereneii (12-15 sentjabrja 1972 g.), Samarkand, 
1972," International journal of Slavie linguistics and poetics, 18, 1975, p. 
124-132. 


[review of] "Gorski vijenac. A garland of essays offered to Professor Eliza- 
beth Mary Hill, Cambridge, 1970," International journal of Slavic linguistios 
and poeties, 17, 1974, p. 207-209. 


"O roli abstraktnyx edinic v russkoj morfonologii," Razvitie sovremennogo 
russkogo jazyka, 1972 (E. A. Zemskaja, ed.), Moscow, 1975, p. 53-68. 


"Notes on the prefixal derivation of substantives in the Slovak literary 
language," Zborník filosofické fakulty University Komenského v Bratislave, 
23, 1971 [1974], p. 255-258. 


[review of] "B. O. Unbegaun, Russian surnames, Oxford, 1972," The Russian 
Review, 32, 1973, p. 444-445. 


[review of] "AN SSSR. Institut russkogo jazyka. Obzor rabot po sovremennomu 
literaturnom jazyku za 1966-1969 gg. SLOVOOBRAZOVANIE, ed. F. P. Filin, 
Moskva, 1972," International journal of Slavic linguistics and poetics, 19, 
1975, p. 120-121. 
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85. [review of) "I. S. Uluxanov, O jazyke drevnej Rusi, Moskva, 1972," Interma- 
tional journal of Slavic linguistics and poetics, 19, 1975, p. 118-120. 


86. "Slavonisms in the Uloženie of 1649," Russian linguistics, I, 3/4, 1974, p. 
225-249. 


87. "O jazyke russkogo prava," Voprosy jazykoznanija, 1975, 2, p. 68-75. 


88. "Was there a 'literary language' in Kievan Rus'?" The Russian Review, 34, 
1975, p. 1-9. 


89. “Slavonic and Russian in l7th-c. epistolary texts," Wiener Slavistisches 
Jahrbuch, 22, 1976 [1977], p. 101-108. 


90. "O nereguljarnostjax (faktiteskix i mnimyx)," Russian linguistios, 3, 1976, 
p. 109-120. Russian translation of (73). 


91. A bibliography of Russian word-formation, Cambridge, Mass., 1977, xliv + 
317 pp. 


92. "Some 'glide shifts' in Russian derivation," Festschrift for Archibald 
Hill, The Haque ... 


93. "Comments" [on papers by Nils Thelin and B. A. Uspenskij], Acts of the 
Seventh International Congress of Slavists, Warsaw, 1974 ... 


94. [co-editor and translator of) Bohuslav Havránek and Alois Jedlicka, Czech 
Grammar, The Hague — Paris — Prague, E [with Zlata P. Meyer- 
stein]. 


95. "A typology of truncation," Studia Linguistica Alexandro Vaeilii filio 
Issatschenko collegis et amicis oblata, Lisse, 1977 


96. “On 'rhyme' in the Russian lament,” Russian poetics. Proceedings of the 
international symposiwn at UCLA, September 21-26, 1975, Lisse, 1977 


97. "Roman Jakobson and the study of rhyme," Roman Jakobson: Echoes of his 
scholarship, Lisse, 1977 


98. "Div (* filin) = Simury," to appear in the Festschrift for F. P. Filin, 
Moscow, 1977. 


99. "Phonological levels in Russian rhyme," Papers in Slavic Philology, Ann 
Arbor, 1977... 


100. "Slavonisms in Russian diplomatic reports 1567-1767," Scripta slavica hiero- 
solymitana, 2, 1977. .. 


101. [co-editor of] Russian poetics. Proceedings of the international symposium 
at UCLA, September 21-26, 1975, Lisse, 1977 ... (with T. Eekman]. 


102. [co-editor of] Studia Linguistica Alexandro Vasilii filio Issatschenko col- 
legis et amicis oblata, Lisse, 1977 . .. (with H. Birnbaum, L. Ďurovič, 
G. Jacobsson, N. A. Nilsson, A. Sjöberg). 


103. Readings in Czech, Cambridge, Mass., 1977 ... [with M. Heim and Z. 
Meyerstein]. 


104. "On the endings -am, -ami, -ax in léth— 17th c. Russian," to appear in the 
Festschrift for Antonín Dostál. 
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105. "O "grammatiänosti' slavjanskoj rifmy (na materiale Evgenija Onecira A. S. 
Pugkina)," American contributions to the Eighth International Corgress of 
Slavists, Zagreb — Ljubljana, 1978, I 


106. "On 'grammaticality' in Slavic rhyme (on the material of Pushkin's Evgenzj 
Onegin)," to appear in the book of congress abstracts, Zagreb, 1978 ... 
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